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CHAPTER I. 

Introductory Remarks and Statement of the Six Texts 
commonly adduced from the Christian Scriptures in 
proof of a Christian Sabbath. 

Evert one who has been brought up, as most of us 
have been, in the unsuspecting beUef that our Sunday 
Sabbath is an institution enjoined by Divine authority, 
and who may, nevertheless, become desirous of satis- 
fying himself by inquiry, as to the sufficiency of the 
evidence in support of that belief, will in the very 
outset of his inquiry be forcibly struck by one re- 
markable fact ; and that is, the advantage which the 
Jew possesses over the Christian with regard to the 
evidence in favour of their respective Sabbaths. Why 
should this be, ^if the Christian as well as the Jewish 
Sabbath be an ordinance of God ? Why should the 
Jew be enabled to refer to his Scriptures as the 
authority for his Saturday Sabbath, and to point to an 
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express command to keep it holy, whilst the Christian, 
for a command to keep a Sunday Sabbath, searches his 
Scriptures in vain ? Why should the Jew be put 
in possession of positive proof, and the Christian be 
left to the fallible resource of argument ? Upon what 
grounds are we called upon to believe anything so 
antecedently incredible, as that the God and Father of 
all mankind should deal so differently with Jews and 
Christians, as to give to the former a command so 
exphcit, that it was their own fault if His will was 
disobeyed, and yet should leave Christians in imcer- 
tainty — not perverse, but painful uncertainty — what 
His will may be, and punish, them, nevertheless, if they 
mistake it, and act upon their error ? 

True it is, that the Jews were once a peculiarly 
favoured people. A Divine dispensation was vouch- 
safed to them, which gave them " statutes and judg- 
ments" for their guidance as to the duties of religion, 
whilst all the rest of mankind were left, in this 
respect, to their own unassisted reason. But in 
process of time there came a dispensation from 
heaven, which was extended to the whole hiunan 
race, and the special object of it was to in- 
struct all mankind in their duty towards God. We 
may surely, therefore, without presumption, be- 
lieve it to be probable that the Divine will, as to 
every essential observance relating to that duty, would 
be made as plain by the new dispensation as it had 
been by the old. Yet under this new dispensation 
there is doubt and there is controversy upon the 
question. What is the will of God as regards the 
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observance of a Sabbath? whilst under the previous 
dispensation no doubt or controversy respecting that 
observance did or could exist. For who can dispute 
what is the will of God, when it is made manifest by 
an express command ? Such there was in the Jewish 
Scriptures for the observance of a Sabbath, but such 
there is not in the Christian Scriptures. Still it 
might be the will of God that there should be this 
difference in the nature of the proof for the Sabbath 
of the Jew and the Sabbath of the Christian. I pre- 
sume not to say or to imagine otherwise ; and all the 
use I seek to make of the a priori improbability that 
so vast a difference should on this point be made 
between Jews and Christians, and in favour of the 
former, is to estabhsh this inference from it, namely, 
that as no command exists for the observance of a 
Christian Sabbath, the argument by which it is at- 
tempted to prove that Christians are, nevertheless, 
under a religious obHgation to observe a Sabbath, 
ought to be irresistibly strong. Is it so ? That is the 
question which it is my purpose in the foUowing pages 
to discuss. 

The argumentative proof deduced from the Christ- 
ian Scriptures by those who advocate the obligation 
upon Christians to observe a Sabbath, and whom, for 
the sake of brevity, I shall henceforth designate as 
Sabbatarians, consists of Six Texts, which they select 
from the New Testament. These texts taken in con- 
nexion with each other authorise, it is said, an in- 
ference so strong that the Christian Sabbath originated 
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in a Divine command, as to be equivalent to direct 
and positive proof that such a command has been 
given, although it is now no longer extant. 

But before I enter upon an examination of this 
argument, it is desirable to affix precise meanings to 
words, and to inquire what Sabbatarians really mean, 
or ought to mean, when they speak of the Christian, 
or Sunday Sabbath, or, as they more usually call it, 
the Sabbath. 

The actual signification of the word Sabbath is 
known to every one as being simply rest from 
labour ; and a Sabbath-day should signify a day in 
which no labour is allowed. Whatever else, there- 
fore, the Sabbatarians may think requisite to the due 
observance of their Sunday Sabbath, it is clear that 
abstinence from all manner of work throughout the 
day, excepting works of necessity and charity, is in- 
dispensable ; and, consequently, unless the six texts 
prove, or afford an irresistible inference, that the first 
Christians observed the Sunday as a day of such 
entire rest from labour, it will avail nothing to the 
main question in the controversy, if there should ap- 
pear in those texts, or in some of them, just grounds 
for believing that from the earliest times of Christianity 
a custom prevailed among Christians of meeting regu- 
larly on that day of the week for purposes of de- 
votion. The main question at issue is this : whether 
or not the first Christians observed the Sunday as a 
Sabbath ? 

The following are the six texts on which the 
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Sabbatarians rely as proving the Divine institution of 
a Sunday Sabbath : — 



I. 



" Then the same day at evening, being the first day 
of the week, when th^ doors were shut where 
the disciples were assembled for fear of the Jews, 
came Jesus and stood in the midst, and saith 
unto them. Peace be unto you/' — John^ xx. 19. 



II. 



And after eight days again His disciples were 
within, and Thomas with them : then came Jesus, 
the doors being shut, and stood in the midst, and 
said. Peace be unto you." — John^ xx. 26. 



III. 



And when the day of Pentecost was fully come, 
they were all with one accord in one place." — 
Acta^ ii. 1. 



IV. 



" And we ... . came unto them to Troas in five days, 
where we abode seven days. And upon the first 
day of the week, when the disciples came together 
to break bread, Paul preached unto them, ready 
to depart on the morrow ; and continued his speech 
until midnight." — Acts, xx. 6, 7. 



V. 



Now concerning the collection for the saints, as I 
have given order to the churches of Galatia, even 
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SO do ye. Upon the first day of the week let 
every one of you lay by him in store, as God hath 
prospered him, that there be no gatherings when 
I come.'' — 1 Cor. xvi. 1, 2. 

VI. 

" I was in the Spirit on the Lord's day." — Bev, 
i. 10. 

These six texts constitute the whole of the evi- 
dence deducible from Christian Scriptures in proof 
of the Divine institution of a Christian Sabbath, and 
yet it is by this evidence that the Sabbatarians affirm 
the Divine institution of this Sabbath to be clearly 
and completely proved ! By what process of reason- 
ing can it be that they arrive at this conclusion? 
a conclusion which, to all appearance, is wholly un- 
supported by its premises, for not one of these texts 
makes mention of any Sabbath whatever. The Sab- 
batarians reason thus : they assert that the six texts, 
taken collectively, prove inferentially, if not positively, 
the actual observance of a new Sabbath by the first 
Christians, including, of course, the Apostles; fi:om 
whose approbation, thus implied, it is inferred 
that some injunction was given by them, if not by 
Christ, for this observance. Nay, it is argued, from 
the two first of the six texts, that the celebration of 
the two first Christian Sabbaths is proved to have 
been sanctioned by the presence of Christ himself. 
What need, then, say the Sabbatarians, of any record 
of a Divine command to observe the Christian Sabbath, 
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when such proof as this is afforded by the Christian 
Scriptures of its having been instituted and estabhshed 
by Divine authority ? 

This argument being based entirely on the as- 
sumption that the six texts prove the actual ob- 
servance of the new Sabbath by the first converts 
to Christianity, the immediate question for discussion 
is, whether these texts do prove this alleged fact or 
not ? and with that object in view I now proceed to 
examine them. 



8 



CHAFl'ER II. 

Examination of the Six Texts adduced from the New 
Testament in reference to the observance of Sunday 
as a Sabbath. 

The two first texts must be considered together, 
on account of their connexion with each other ; and 
what do we learn from them ? The first tells us that 
Jesus appeared to his disciples in the evening of the 
day of the resurrection, " being the first day of the 
week." The other text says, that Jesus appeared to 
them again a week afterwards {on that day week, say 
the Sabbatarians), which, therefore, was also the first 
day of the week, or Sunday as we call it. The 
utmost which this information can be properly alleged 
to prove is, that the disciples for some purpose or 
other, not expressly mentioned by the historian, as- 
sembled in the evening of the day of the resurrection, 
being Sunday, and that they met again on the Sunday 
following, probably also in the evening, and that at 
both these meetings Christ appeared to them. But 
there is nothing in these texts to show that either of 
these two Sundays had been observed by the disciples 
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as a Sabbath ; tliat is to say, by purposely abstaining 
throughout the day from doing " any work" therein. 
Both texts being wholly silent on that matter prove 
nothing one way or the other; but, so far from af- 
fording any inference that the clay had been sab- 
batically observed, the inference, if any, from those 
texts is just the reverse. For as to the first of the 
two meetings, the time of meeting is expressly said to 
be the evening; of course, therefore, when the working 
hours of the day were past ; and all that we know the 
disciples actually did on that day points to a time 
before the hours of work began, for it was at early 
dawn when some of them visited the sepulchre ; and 
of the occupations of those, or of any other of the 
disciples during the intervening portion of that day, 
we know nothing, except, indeed, that two of the 
disciples went to Emmaus, which being distant from 
Jerusalem nearly eight times the length of a Sabbath- 
day's journey, proves either that those disciples were 
unconscious of its being a Sabbath-day, or that, if 
conscious of it, they were the first oflfenders on re- 
cord in breaking the new Sabbath. But that the 
day had become a Sabbath-day, or was intended 
to become such, is contrary to all probability; for 
we should doubtless in that case have been in- 
formed by the sacred historian that the Lord of the 
Sabbath, when he discovered himself to the two 
disciples above-mentioned, as he sat at meat with 
them at Emmaus, had, in reference to their jour- 
nejdng on that day, either reproached them with 
their crime, if they were already apprised of the new 



10 SUNDAY AS A SABBATH. 

Sabbath, or warned them of their error, if they were 
till then ignorant of it. 

As to what the disciples did or did not do on the 
second Sunday we^know nothing, save that they met 
together on that day. It seems probable that, as at 
their first meeting, so at this, it was not till the 
evening that they met, and, therefore, not till the 
working hours were past. But whether so or not, 
the question occurs upon this text, as it did upon the 
first. What proof does it contain that the day had 
been kept as a Sabbath? The same question is to 
be asked as to the day mentioned in each of the four 
remaining texts. The reply in every instance must 
be, that whatever proof the text may contain of the 
observance of a custom to meet on the first day of the 
week, it affords none whatever that the day mentioned 
in it was observed as a Sabbath. If any probable 
inference on the subject could be drawn firom any one 
' of the four last of the six texts, it would be firom that 
which relates to the meeting of the disciples at Troas ; 
but the inference from that text (Text No. IV.) would 
not favour the Sabbatarian opinion, for as we are 
there told that they met " to break bread,'' and " that 
Paul preached unto them," and " continued his speech 
until midnight," it is not at all probable, and it 
cannot be assumed, that the meeting took place 
sooner than in the evening, and if not till the even- 
ing, then not till the working hours of the day were 
over. 

As, therefore, the Christian Scriptures afford no 
proof, nor even any just ground for a conjecture, that 
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the first Christians observed the Sunday as a Sabbath, 
it might be thought impossible that any Sabbatarian 
should contend that it was in fact so observed. But 
there is nothing impossible in theological controversy. 
Accordingly we find that this alleged fact is con- 
stantly and strenuously advocated by all true Sab- 
batarians. Not, indeed, that any of them attempt to 
give direct proof, or even venture in express terms to 
assert, that the first Christians, abstained from work 
on the Sunday ; but they must intend that we should 
understand them to assert this, why else do they in- 
variably designate the Sunday by the name of the 
Sabbath ? And what pretence have they to call upon 
us, as they do, to abstain from work on the Sunday 
as a Christian duty, unless they maintain, directly or 
indirectly, that the Christians did so in the time of 
the Apostles ? 

As an illustration of this indirect but earnest 
advocacy of the tenet, that the first Christians ob- 
served a Sunday Sabbath, I shall quote some passages 
from aniBSsay by the late Mr. Gurney.* 

After remarking that the Sabbath-day of the 
Jews, which succeeded the day of the crucifixion, 
was " to the disciples of Jesus a day of sorrow, dark- 
ness, and dismay," Mr. Gurney thus annoimces the 
advent of the Christian Sabbath, — " But what a glo- 
rious morning was that which next dawned on the 
infant Church of Christ — the morning of the first 

* " Brief Remarks on the History, Authority, and Use of 
the Sabbath." By Joseph John Gurney. 3d edition, 1832. 
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day of the week ! . . . The Sun of Righteousness, who 
had been hidden, even from the eye of faith, during 
a dark night of sorrow, was again appearing in his 
native splendour." 

Mr. Gumey then relates the several appearances 
of Christ to his disciples on that day, the day of his 
resurrection, as also his subsequent appearance to his 
assembled disciples in the evening, and adds, " Thus 
arose, and thus concluded, the first Christian Sabbath. 
And when was the second?'' This question Mr. 
Gumey answers by saying it was on " that day se'n- 
night,'' and quotes in proof the text No. II., " and 
after eight days again his disciples were within." 

After some remarks in support of his argument 
from this text, Mr. Gumey says, " A third occasion on 
which the disciples came together after the resurrec- 
tion of Christ, was that on which the Lord himself 
assembled with them at Bethany, or on Mount Olivet, 
a meeting which terminated with his glorious as- 
cension." 

Greatly to the advantage of Mr. Gurney's argu- 
ment would it have been, could he have stated that 
this third and last recorded appearance to the as- 
sembled disciples was also on the day of the new 
Sabbath. But, alas ! the Church has in all ages 
affirmed, that as the sojourn of Christ on earth after 
his resurrection was forty days (Acts, i. 3), the ascen- 
sion took place not on a Sunday but on a Thursday, 
and its anniversary is in consequence designated in the 
Kalendar "Holy Thursday." Still, however, so de- 
sirous is Mr. Gumey to add one more to his scanty 
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muster-roll of Sabbath-days recorded to have been 
observed during that long period, that he raises a 
question as to the actual space of time intended by 
the phrase "forty days ;" and makes the happy dis- 
covery that if his interpretation of it as meaning five 
weeks be well-founded, then Ascension-day must have 
been a Sunday, and consequently there will then have 
been three new Sabbath-days, which Christ sanc- 
tioned by his personal appearance to the disciples.* 

* All that Mr. Gumej requires to make his calculadon cor- 
rect is, that the slight poshdatum be granted to him of being at 
liberty to reckon two Sundays in every week. His argument is 
this: — 

" * An eight days,' and * a week,' being synonymous, * forty 
days' are a week five times repeated, each Sabbath day being 
twice reckoned in the enumeration. * Forty days ' is a period of 
which frequent mention is made in the Sacred Histoiy. The 
flood was * forty days ' upon the earth. Moses was ' forty days * 
in the mount. Elijah went * forty days ' in the strength of the 
meat which the angel provided for him. Christ fasted 'forty 
days ' in the wilderness. Now as the Hebrews were accustomed 
to reckon their time by weeks, from Sabbath to Sabbath, it 
seems probable that the term * forty days ' may be a mere syn- 
onyme for five Sabbaths or weeks. If so, the ascension took 
place five weeks after the resurrection, and therefore on the first 
day of the week." — Brief Remarks, p. 73. 

How little Mr. Gumey is to be trusted for accuracy in his 
statements we have here a remarkable specimen. The whole 
value of his conjecture as to the meaning of the words forty days 
depends, one should imagine, upon their being the exact phrase 
found "in the Sacred History;" instead of which the phrase 
there used is almost without an exception " forty days and forty 
nights," and it is the phrase used in every instance to which 
Mr. Gumey refers Thus, " the flood was forty days upon the 
earth," says Mr. Gumey; but what says the Bible? "I will 
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But as Mr. Gurney is not so confident in his premises 
as to represent the conclusion which he draws firom 

cause it to rain upon tbe earth forty dajs and forty nights'* 
(Gen. vii. 4). And again, verse IQ, "And the rain was upon 
the earth forty days and forty nights ; *' and it is clearly to these 
two texts that Mr. Gurney refers, although his expression is, 
*' the flood was on the earth." The flood, it is true, was not, 
strictly speaking, the rain, as it fell, but the mass of waters 
which it brought upon the earth ; but the flood, in tMs sense, 
was " upon the earth" for a period not of forty but of one hun- 
dred and fifty days " (v. 24). Again, " Moses," says Mr. Gur- 
ney, " was forty days in the mount." In the Bible we find it 
said, " And Moses was in the mount forty days and forty nights," 
(Exod. xxiv. 18). This event is mentioned five other times, and 
in all these instances also the phrase used is " forty days and 
forty nights " (Exod. xxxiv. 28 ; Deut. ix. 9 ; ix. 11; ix. 25 ; and 
X. 10). In no instance is the phrase " forty days" used in refer- 
ence to the stay of Moses in the mount. 

Mr. Gurney next refers to Elijah, who, he says, " went forty 
days in the strength of the meat." The Bible says he went 
" forty days and forty nights " (1 Kings, xix. 8). 

Lastly, Mr. Gurney says, " Christ fasted forty days in the 
wilderness." Now the only Evangelist who uses the expression 
"fasted," — the only Evangelist, therefore, to whom Mr. Gurney 
directly refers — is St. Matthew, whose words are, " And when he 
had fasted forty days and forty nights " (iv. 2). Mr. Gurney 
may be of opinion that ** forty days " is a phrase perfectly syn- 
onymous with " forty days and forty nights." Of this, however, 
he should have given his readers the opportunity of forming 
their own opinion by quoting the phrase actually used ; and as 
it is probable that most persons would think that the words 
" and forty nights," were added to mark emphatically the inten- 
tion of expressing forty days complete (the full period of forty 
days), it seems not very uncharitable to surmise, that Mr. Gur- 
ney did not quote the phrase " forty days " with its usual accom- 
paniment '* and forty nights," because to deal thus fairly with 
the quotation might mar his hypothesis. 
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them as anjrthing more than a conjecture, it follows, 
that of the six new Sabbath-days which occurred 
previous to the ascension, the greatest number which 
he can allege to have been observed is only two. 
No Sabbatarian but Mr. Gumey has ever attempted 
to prove more. The very attempt on his part shows 
how sensitively conscious he is of the weakness of this 
part of his argument.* 

Those two Sabbath-days, which still remain to him, 
Mr. Gumey very naturally endeavours to make the 
most of. In so doing, however, he has not scrupled, as 

* The reader may possibly have noticed the rather qaaint 
way in which Mr. Gumey begins his account of Christ's assem- 
bling with his disciples on the day of the ascension (Acts, i. 
4-12). " A third occasion," he says, " on which the disciples 
came together, after the resurrection of Christ, was that on 
which the Lord himself assembled with them at Bethany or on 
Mount Olivet, a meeting which terminated with his glorious 
ascension." It would have been more to Mr. Gumey *s purpose, 
as giving greater force to his remark, if he had said it was tJie 
third occasion of meeting. But his cautious avoidance of the 
definite article was in deference, I presume, to the words used 
by St. John, in relating the previous appearance of Christ to 
Peter and others at the Sea of Tiberias, which that Evangelist 
expressly declares was the third occasion of his appearing to his 
disciples. " This is now the third time that Jesus showed him- 
self to his disciples after that he was risen from the dead " 
(John, xxi. 14). 

It may be said that this appearance was not to all the dis- 
ciples, but only to some of them. Yet why should Mr. Gumey 
entirely pass over this, though it was only to a few, when he so 
carefully enumerates all the appearances to disciples, which oc- 
curred on the day of the resurrection, two of which were to no 
more than two disciples, and another was to one only ? The 
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I shall presently show, to express himself in language 
which, in its ordinary acceptation, and as it would be 
understood, therefore, by the generality of his readers, 
is so entirely at variance with the truth, as to lay him 
open to the charge, whether deserving it or not, of 
intentional misrepresentation. 

Mr. Gumey, as before remarked, admits, by not 
pressing his conjecture as to the day of the ascension 
happening on the new Sabbath, that only two new 
Sabbath-days (if any) had, so far as we know, been 
observed, namely, that of the day of the resurrection 



reason is obvious. All these last-mentioned appearances oc- 
curred, according to Mr. Gumey, on the day of the new Sabbath, 
and that at the Sea of Tiberias did not occur on the day of any 
Sabbath, new or old; for the disciples were occupied in their 
trade of fishermen when Christ appeared to them. The omis- 
sion by Mr. Gurney of all notice whatever of this appearance at 
the Sea of Tiberias, and the general tenor of his account of those 
appearances which he does notice, render it difl&cult to refrain 
from suspecting that that account is purposely so framed as to give 
the impression that Christ never appeared to his disciples after 
his resurrection, except on days which were new Sabbath-days. 
And yet how stands the fact ? We read in the Acts (i. 3), that 
after his passion Christ was seen of his disciples forty days, but 
the days on which his recorded appearances took place are only 
four. The two that are first recorded (the day of the resurrec- 
tion, and, " again after eight days ") we will here take for granted 
were Sundays, new Sabbath-days, but the two others, the day at 
Tiberias, and the day of the ascension, were not. These, there- 
fore, being equal in number to those first-mentioned, completely 
neutralise the argument drawn by Sabbatarians from the fre- 
quency of the appearances of Christ to his disciples on days of 
the new Sabbath. 
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and that which occurred the eighth day after it. 
Yet, in his summary of the evidences in proof of the 
Christian Sabbath (p. 90), he has ventured to express 

himself as follows : — " It appe{H*s then with respect 

to the Christian Sabbath, that it arose on the very day 
of our Lord's resurrection," and " that it was supported 
from week to week by the sanction of his presence in 
the assemblies of his people." 

" From week to week!" Is this an appropriate 
phrase to use in speaking of two weeks only ? From 
week to week impUfts a succession of weeks, three in 
number at least. The use of this expression, there- 
fore, in reference to Christ's appearing to his assem- 
bled disciples on the two first out of the six new 
Sabbath-days which occurred previous to his ascen- 
sion, is, seemingly at least, a deliberate attempt by the 
author to impress his readers with the behef that 
Christ, during the forty days that he remained on 
earth after Ins resurrection, sanctioned by his presence 
every weekly recurrence of the new Sabbath. Nor 
has the objectionable phrase been carelessly adopted 
by Mr. Gurney, since he employs it also in another 
passage, where, from the context, it is scarcely pos- 
sible to interpret it otherwise than as intended to 
mean every weekly recurrence during the forty days ; 
for it comes in the middle of a sentence, that in point 
of time ranges from the day of the resurrection to the 
feast of Pentecost, which occurred a few days after the 
day of the ascension. After adverting (p. 76) to the 
descent of the Holy Ghost upon the Apostles on the 
day of Pentecost (which happened in that year to fall 
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on the first day of the week), and adverting also to 
the great number of converts added to the church on 
that day, Mr. Guraey exclaims, '' Thus was the first 
day of the week again pointed out by the Divine 
finger as the day of Christian worship, and was 
blessed and honoured by the Lord of the Sabbath : 
He who had nsen firom the dead, and had ap- 
peared to his disciples on that day, and who, as it 
occurred firom week to week, had assembled with 
their company, now completed the hallowing of the 
Christian Sabbath by the mission of the Comforter/'* 
What confidence can be placed in an advocate, 
more especially in an historian — and such Mr. Gumey, 
in his " Brief Remarks,'* professes himself to be — ^who 
can thus, by the use of a studied form of words, gloss 

* Let me sappose the case that I were residing at Norwich, 
and that on some occasion a highly-respected and heloved friend, 
who usually lived at a great distance firom me, came to and 
spent five or six weeks in that city. I will further suppose that, 
from illness or some other inevitahle cause, I was unahle to call 
upon him, hut that he called upon me on the day of his arrival ; 
and " again, after eight days ;" but never more during his long 
residence in my immediate vicinity, till he called to take leave 
on the day of his departure. No one can imagine that I should, 
in writing to a mutual acquaintance, say of these visits, " Our 
friend, during his stay of between five and six weeks in this city, 
was particularly attentive to me. He made a point of calling on 
me from week to week." Yet the supposed case, and that to 
which it alludes, are analogous; with this difference only, that 
the incidents in the actual case are so sacred in their nature as 
to render it the especial duty of a writer, who undertakes to give 
an account of them, not to employ in that account, even care- 
lessly, much less deliberately, inaccurate or ambiguous phrases. 
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over facts unfavourable to his views ? Such writers as 
Mr. Gumey do infinite mischief to the cause of truth. 
They sway the opinions of the many, but it is by 
deceiving and misleading them on matters of fact; 
whether designedly or not is of no moment to any 
one but the writers themselves. I therefore confess 
to the satisfaction it would give me, could I feel 
assured that my strictures upon Mr. Gumey's " Brief 
Remarks on the History, Authority, and Use of the 
Sabbath/' will prove effective in diminishing their 
credit, and by consequence their undue influence, with 
the public. 

It may be said, that in using the phrase in ques- 
tion Mr. Gumey could not intend or expect to mis- 
lead any one, — that having mentioned the appearance 
of Christ on two Sundays only, he could not mean to 
speak of more, when he called this an appearance from 
week to week, and that, therefore, whatever the ordi- 
nary sense of that phrase may be, his readers, if they 
reflected but for a moment, would never interpret it 
otherwise than as meaning in this instance two weeks 
only. True, all this may be said; but did all this 
pass in the mind of Mr. Gumey ? It is strange if it 
did, that he should not himself reflect how few there 
are who, as they read, reflect, even for one moment. 
It is well if the reader reflects at all, which, if it be 
sometimes the case, is in general only after closing 
the book he has been reading ; and such retrospective 
criticism seldom effaces any erroneous impressions 
received during the perusal. Many of the readers of 
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Mr. Gumey's very popular work on the Sabbath* 
would no doubt be prepossessed in favour of his opi- 
nions, and many would be charmed with the easy 
flow of his style, surprised by the extent of his learn- 
ing, affected by the fervor of his piety, and ac- 
quainted perhaps personally, or by report, with the 
excellence of his character in all the relations of life. 
Such readers are but little likely to pause at any equi- 
vocal expression, or to question the writer's honesty 
in employing it. An author who is thus influential, 
both from character and talent, should be especially 
cautious not to use language of a nature which, whe- 
ther literally correct or not, cannot fail to mislead a 
confiding or a careless reader, f 

I have quoted thus largely from Mr. Gumey*s 
essay, for the purpose of showing that the Sabbata- 
rians actually (although indirectly) do maintain the 
unscriptural tenet, that the Sunday became a Saibath- 

* My copy is the third edition, printed in 1832, and I pre- 
sume there have been other editions since. 

t It was not till the rough manuscript of this work, including 
strictures on Mr. Gumey's " Brief Remarks," was completed, 
that I heard of Mr. Gumey's death. My first inclination, upon 
becoming acquainted with that event, was to suppress the stric- 
tures altogether ; but I must in that case have greatly changed 
the plan and rewritten a considerable portion of my work ; for I 
had made Mr. Gumey's ** Brief Remarks '* my chief text-book, 
both for Sabbatarian tenets and Sabbatarian arguments ; and to 
quote his book without censuring some of its misrepresentations, 
would be doing injustice to the cause which I most conscien- 
tiously advocate. It is my firm conviction, that Mr. Gumey s 
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day to the Christians. It is very true that Sabbata- 
rians occasionally express themselves in language 
vrhich does not imply a sabbatical observance of the 
day. Mr. Gumey himself, speaking of the Sabbath- 
day of the Jews, says (p. 70), " No wonder that this 
should cease to be the appointed period for the festal 
worship of God's children." The Sunday, in Mr. 
Gumey's opinion, has been appointed a day of festal 
worship in its stead, and undoubtedly it might be 
T>bserved as such, without being also observed as a 
Sabbath. During the hours of Divine service, it 
would, in fact, be a day of rest to all who frequented 
the service. To that extent, therefore, it would be a 
Sabbath-day. But is it in this sense that the Sab- 
batarians call our Sunday the Christian Sabbath? 
Far from it. They insist that we are under a reli- 
gious obligation to observe the whole of the day sab- 
batically. They want a Sabbath in the strictest sense 
of the word, as did the Puritans two centuries ago. 

book on the subject of the Sabbath not merely propagates erro- 
neous and pernicious opinions on that grave subject, by per- 
verting the truth of Sacred History, but, moreover, induces those 
"who imbibe from his work, or who have previously entertained 
his opinions, to imagine that, through his statements as iofdcU, 
and his arguments founded on those statements, they can now 
give a reason for the faith that is in them, and they in conse- 
quence become more intolerant than ever to those who think 
diflferently. 

With these sentiments, all that I have felt called upon to do, 
in consequence of the death of Mr. Gumey, is, in the revisal of 
my work, to withdraw every expression which, under present 
circumstances, might be considered unbecoming. 
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Hence they take especial care, on every possible occa- 
sion, to designate Sunday as the Sabbath ; and they 
would willingly give it no other name. Mr. Gumey, 
as may be seen in the Preface to his "Brief Remarks," 
justifies the use of that name for the Sunday, by 
expressing a pious scruple to call it the Lord's day ! * 
In adopting this course, the motive of the Sabbata- 
rians can admit of no doubt. The more frequently 
they speak of Sunday as the Sabbath, the more 
certain is the phrase to pass into common use, and 
to disseminate and foster a belief, without the aid 
of argument, that Sunday is by Divine authority or- 
dained to be observed by Christians as a Sabbath-day. 

Thus to familiarise the public with their unscrip- 
tural name for the Sunday, they consider to be, as it 
certainly is, a step in advance towards realising their 
great and ultimate object, that of making a strictly 
sabbatical observance of Sunday the law of the land. 

There are, however, many advocates for Sunday 
observance, who are not so unreasonable as to contend 
that it is a day divinely appointed to be sabbatically 
observed. They are satisfied to prove from the six 

* "Among the early Christians," says Mr Gumey, in his 
Preface, " the first day of the week was almost universally called 
the Lord's day, — an appellation for which we have apostolic 
authority in the book of Revelation. Since, however, this title 
includes the sacred name, the familiar use of it appears to be 
imdesirable, and I have, therefore, usually adopted the term 
Sahbath-day" 

Alas ! what flimsy reasoning will satisfy the conscience when 
we are determining upon doing what we wish to do ! " For we 
trust we have a good conscience." (Heb. xiii. 18.) 
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texts in question, as they think they can by fairly 
deduced inferences from those texts, that the Sunday 
was observed by the first Christians as a stated day of 
"assembling for the purpose of pubUc worship and 
reUgious instruction ;" and that if so, such observance 
of it must have had the approbation of the Apostles, 
and probably originated in some injunction from 
them.- possibly in one from Christ himself.* This 
class of Sabbatarians, if they may be called by that 
name, entirely repudiate the notion of the Sunday 
having been constituted a Sabbath-day for Christians. 
They object even to its being called the Sabbath. 
They are of opinion that the use of that unscriptural 
appellation of the day gives an advantage in the dis- 
cussion to those who deny all rehgious obhgation to 
observe the Sunday,! and, therefore, prejudices what 
they, the moderate advocates for Sunday observance, 
deem to be the proper view of the subject, namely, 
that there is Scriptural authority for the observance of 
Sunday as a stated day for pubUc worship and 
reUgious instruction. 

Let us then proceed to consider the Six Texts 
with reference to this more candid and rational view 
of the Sabbath question. Those who entertain this 
view, however, I shall, for the sake of the brevity of 
the expression, occasionally call Sabbatarians ; nor is 

* Paley's "Moral Philosophy," vol. ii. p. 91, &c., 8th edition, 
1791. 

+ See a Letter from the Rev. T. S. Hughes to Godfrey Hig- 
gins, Esq. The title of this pamphlet is given more fully in a 
subsequent page. 
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that appellation, in fact, wholly inappUcable: for, 
although they maintain that the Sunday is not a 
Sabbath, many of them do all in their power to make 
it so ; and some of them are but too prone to concur 
even in coercive measures to aid in that object, on the 
pretence of promoting what they call " the better 
observance of the Lord's day." 

For the sake of brevity, also, it is indispensable 
that I should occasionally employ in the ensuing dis- 
cussion some short phrase, by which to designate the 
Sunday, when speaking of it as a day of public 
prayer and religious instruction, yet not a Sabbath- 
day : the necessity of making this distinction will be 
of frequent recurrence. 

I had at first intended to call the Sunday, when 
not considered as a Sabbath, " a holy day," that being 
a name given to it by our Church, and a name by 
which it was spoken of so early as in the second cen- 
tury.* This designation of the Sunday would, there- 
fore, not have been inappropriate in itself; but so to 
designate it, in order to distinguish it from a Sabbath- 
day, when we recollect that the Sabbath-day is em- 
phatically the " holy day" of Scripture, would have 
been in the highest degree incorrect. I intend in 
consequence to speak of the Sunday as a Prayer day, 
when not speaking of it as a Sabbath. f 

* By Dionysius, bishop of Corinth, about a.d. 170. 

t I had thought of borrowing Mr. Gumey's phrase, a day of 
" festal worship" {ante, p. 21). It is critically correct, as appli- 
cable to a day religiously, but not sabbatically, observed. There 
is, however, an air of quaintness in it, which renders it unsuit- 
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As, however, those who contend that the Sunday 
should be observed as a Sabbath, include public 
prayer in the duties of the day, it will be understood 
that, when speaking of the Sunday as a Sabbath, I 
mean by that phrase, the observance of it, not only as 
a day of rest, but also as a day of prayer. On the 
other hand, when using the phrase, a Prayer day, as 
the designation of Sunday, I am to be imderstood as 
meaning that prayer (the '' assembUng for the purpose 
of pubUc worship and religious instruction :" Paley, 
ii. 91,) constitutes the sole reUgious duty of the day. 

With these prefatory notices I now resume the 
examination of the six texts. 

able to frequent repetition. On the other hand, a prayer day is 
a phrase in common use among us at that season of the year, 
when our churches are open on other days than Sundays. In 
Lent, we say of Wednesday it is a prayer day, and so of Friday. 
In our cathedrals, where the forms of Catholicism still linger 
among us, every day is prayer day, as it is in all churches in 
Catholic countries. 
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CHAPTER III. 

Bxamination of the Six Texts in reference to the 
Observance of Sunday ^ not as a Sabbath^ but as a 
stated Day of Assembling for the purpose of Public 
Worship and Religious Instruction. 

THE TEXT, No. I. 

•* Then the same day at evening, heing the first day of the week, 
when the doors were shut where the disciples were assem- 
hled for fear of the Jews, came Jesus and stood in the midst, 
and saith unto them. Peace be unto you." — John, xx. 19. 

I BEGIN by questioning the fact which is commonly 
assumed, that the meeting here mentioned took place 
on the first day of the week. If this be not the fact, 
the text affords no aid to the Sabbatarians, — not even 
to that class of them who look upon the Sunday 
merely as a stated day, appointed by Divine au- 
thority, for public worship and religious instruction. 
It is as incumbent upon these as it is upon the strict 
Sabbatarians to prove, beyond all doubt, that it was 
on the first day of the week that the meeting was 
held. 

The text, as translated in our Bibles, says, " Then 
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the same day at evening, being the first day of the 
week." Accustomed as we are to consider that the 
evening which follows the morning of any day is the 
evening of that day, we do not reflect, when reading 
the words of the text, that this was not so with the 
Jews. When, therefore, the Evangehst says that the 
disciples were assembled " the same day at evening, 
being the first day of the week," we naturally fall 
into the error of imagining it was in the evening 
which belonged to that day of the week; and it is 
only upon finding that an argument is attempted to 
be founded upon this assumed fact, that we begin to 
question ourselves whether it be the fact or not. 

That it was not the evening belonging to the first 
day of the week, according to the Jewish mode of 
reckoning, is so well known, that it may seem unne- 
cessary and almost pedantic to cite authority in proof 
of it ; but the point is of too much importance to the 
subject in discussion to be left without further notice. 

" The Jews and Athenians," says Mr. Wilson, in 
his "Archaeological Dictionary,"* " began their day at 
sunset." The same historical fact as to the Jews is 
thus stated in Nicholson's " British Encyclopedia," 

" The Jews began their day at sunsetting ; they 

divided it into twice twelve hours, as we do, reck- 
oning twelve for the day, be it long or short, and 
twelve for the night ; so that their hours continually 
varying with the day and night, the hours of the day 

* "An ArchsBological Dictionary," by the Rev. T. Wilson, 2d 
edition, 1793: article, "Day." 
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were longer than those of the night for one half year, 
and the contrary the other, fix)m whence their hours 
are called temporary ; those at the time of the equi- 
noxes became equal, because then those of the day and 
night are so." 

The curious fact of the length of the hour varying 
according to the time of the year is thus stated by 
Mr. Wilson : " The ancient Hebrews did not divide 
their day into hours. Their division of the day was 
into four parts,— morning, high day or noon, the first 
evening, and the last evening; and their night was 
divided into three parts, — night, midnight, and the 
morning watch : but afterwards they adopted the 
manner of the Greeks and Romans, who divided the 
day, i, e. the space of time from sunrising till sunset, 
into twelve equal parts, which consequently differed in 
length at the different seasons of the year, though still 
equal to each other. The first hour, especially at the 
equinoxes, answered to our seven, the second to our 
eight, the third to our nine, &c., till we come to 
twelve, which answered to our six in the evening, and 
concluded their day." * 

The Jews, in all probability, from their first origin 
as a nation, reckoned their day to begin in the 
evening ; for we read in the Mosaic accoimt of the 
creation, "And the evening and the morning were 
the first day." And as to the Sabbath-day in parti- 

* "Their day." The author, of course, intends, as he had said 
hefore, " the space of time from sunrising till sunset ;" so that 
it was only at the equinoxes that their twelfth hour exactlj 
answered to our six o'clock in the evening. 
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cular, there is an express command in Leviticus, 
" From even unto even shall ye celebrate your Sab- 
bath" (xxiii. 32). 

There is, in truth, no difference of opinion among 
our divines on this subject. Bishop Pearce, in his 
" Comment on Matthew, xxviii. 1," says, " In the end 
of the Sabbath, i. e, when the Sabbath was past (as in 
Mark, xvi. 1), which was after sunset on Saturday 
evening." 

In addition to these authorities, I shall quote Mr. 
Gumey. This may be thought superfluous ; but, 
besides being directly to my purpose in this place, 
I intend to make some further use of the quotation 
hereafter. 

Mr. Gumey, in his dissertation (at p. 75) to 
prove that the day of Pentecost mentioned in the 
Acts happened on a Sunday, resorts, and very pro- 
perly, to the Jewish mode of reckoning the com- 
mencement of their day. He says (p. 76), "At six 
o'clock in the evening, when the seventh Sabbath-day 
went out, the Pentecost began." What is this but 
saying that at six o'clock in the evening the Saturday 
went out and the Sunday began ? if so, at six o'clock 
in the following evening Sunday went out and Mon- 
day began. Let this be remembered.* 

The fact then is indisputable, that in Judaea, at 
the time of Christ's resurrection, the day was reck- 

* Mr. Gumey speaks of the Sabbath-day going out at six 
o'clock in the evening, as though the Jewish day invariably closed 
at our six o'clock. The inaccuracy is, however, of no real im- 
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oned to begin with the evening. Nor can the cir- 
cumstance of the EvangeUst seeming in the present 
instance to say otherwise, alter the fact itself, or in 
the sUghtest degree aflFect the point in discussion ; for 
the Sabbatarian argument is this : the day on which 
Christ rose from the dead was the first day of the 
week, and the first meeting of the disciples after that 
event was held by them on the very day that it 
occurred, and their intention in holding the meeting 
on that day was to observe that and every succeeding 
first day of the week as an holy day in commemo- 
ration of Christ's resurrection. The point for consi- 
deration, therefore, is exclusively this: — If the dis- 
ciples, who thus met together in the evening after the 
resurrection, had been asked at the time, what was 
the day of the week on which their meeting was 
held, — whether was it the first or the second ? what 
would have been their answer? Doubtless they 
would aU, the Evangelist himself included (for he was 
one of them), have rephed that it was on the second. 
No other answer could they have given, for they were 
Jews by birth ; they were then residing in Judaea ; 
they were meeting in its metropoUs ; and as yet they 
had not departed from any one of their ancient 
national usages, civil or religious. 

If such, then, would have been (and such must 
have been) the answer of those who held the meeting 

portance in discussing the time at which the meeting mentioned 
in the text imder examination took place ; for the day of the 
resarrection occurred very shortly after the vernal equinox. 
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in the evening mentioned in the text, it is clear that, 
whatever be the expressions used by the sacred his- 
torian, in speaking of that meeting with reference to 
the day of the week, they cannot do away with the 
fact, that the evening, in the opinion of those who 
held the meeting, belonged to the second day of the 
week, and not to the first. 

I have met with but one author (the Rev. T. S. 
Hughes) who has made any attempt to overcome the 
diJflSculty which the Sabbatarians have thus to en- 
counter in regard to the day of the meeting in ques- 
tion ; and I do not hesitate to say, that he has 
failed in the attempt. In his reply to the "Horae 
Sabbaticae " of Mr. Higgins,* he tells his opponent 
that " the word oi///a (evening) had two meanings 
among the Jews; by the first of which the ninth 
hour of the natural day, about the decline of the sun, 
or three o'clock in the afternoon, was signified; and 
by the latter, the eleventh hour, or five o'clock/' 
" This point," he adds, " being estabhshed, you will 
see that our Lord may easily be supposed to have 
appeared to his disciples on the first day of the week.'* 
(P. 34.) 

* Mr. Hughes*s reply has been already referred to {ante, 
p. 23). The title is " A Letter to Godfrey Higgins, Esq. on the 
subject of his * Horse Sabbaticae ; ' or, an Attempt to correct cer- 
tain Superstitious and Vulgar Errors respecting the Sabbath. By 
the Rev. T. S. Hughes, B.D., late Fellow of Emmanuel College, 
Cambridge, Christian Advocate in that University, and Exa- 
mining Chaplain to the Lord Bishop of Peterborough." Cam- 
bridge, 1826. 
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Now this, as I shall presently show, is not so easily 
supposed as Mr. Hughes seems to think it is. But I 
must first observe that Mr. Hughes diflFers materially 
in opinion from others of the learned as to the time of 
the commencement of those two evenings. A note 
on Exod. xii. 6, in D'Oyly and Mant's edition of the 
Bible, says, "Among the Jews there was a former 
and a latter evening. The first began at noon, as 
soon as the sun began to decline, tie second began 
from mnsety The authorities quoted as giving this 
explanation of the two evenings are Bishops Patrick 
and Kidder, and Mr. Pyle, a canon of Salisbury.* 

I know not on what grounds the Bishops and 
Canon rest their assertion, that the former evening 
commenced at noon, "as soon as the sun began to 
decUne." I should have thought it more likely to 
have commenced, as Mr. Hughes states, at three in 
the afternoon. t But the fact, be it either way, is of 
no consequence to the present discussion : the im- 
portant point, with reference to that discussion, is at 
what time the latter or second evening commenced, 
whether at five o'clock, as Mr. Hughes says it did, or 
at sunset, according to the account given of it by the 

* "A former and a latter evening." In so calling them, the 
Bishops and Mr. Pyle must mean to speak of our mode of reck- 
oning as to the day ; for, with reference to the Jewish day, that 
evening which hegan from sunset was, strictly speaking, the 
former evening, and that which hegan from noon was the latter 
evening. 

f The word "noon" is generally supposed to he derived from 
nona^ the ninth hour (three o'clock), though now used to signify 
midday. 
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Bishops and Canon. That their account, however, is 
in this respect to be trusted, there can, I apprehend, 
be no room for doubt, for it seems to be supported 
by every competent authority on the subject. The 
only authority which Mr. Hughes brings forward in 
justification of his opinion, that the second evening 
began at five o'clock, is the following passage from 
Josephus, which is not in point ; for Josephus, in that 
passage, is not describing the precise commencement 
of the two evenings, but only the hours between which 
the sacrifices of the Passover were made, namely, be- 
tween three and five. Josephus says, O? J* ivardurfjg 

Sgug (J^ixi^ iifiexdrfig {De Bell, Jud,, Ub. vi. cap. ix. 
sect. 3,) which is thus rendered in Havercamp's edition, 
" Uli autem cum festum adesset {quod Pascha vocatur) 
in quo a nona quidem hora usque ad undecimam 
hostias mactant" — (But they, upon the coming of the 
feast, which is called the Passover, in which, firom 
the ninth hour to the eleventh, they slay the victims). 
Whether, however, the second evening began at 
five in the afternoon, or at sunset, the fact is unde- 
niable, that the beginning of the second evening, 
whenever it took place, was with the Jews the be- 
ginning of a new day, so that if it can be made mani- 
fest (as undoubtedly it can on the best authority), that 
Christ did not appear to his disciples at the meeting 
mentioned in the text under examination, till after the 
second evening had begun, and, consequently, not 
till after the first day of the week was past, Mr. 
Hughes's argument from the two evenings of the 

D 
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Jewish day avails him nothing ; and for this plain 
reason, that if Christ did not appear at that meeting 
till after the second day of the week had begun, the 
inference is certain, that his purpose in appearing on 
that occasion could not have been to sanction by his 
presence the reUgious observance of the day of his 
resurrection. 

Mr. Hughes himself is so fully aware that this 
must be the inevitable inference from the fact that 
Christ did not appear at the first meeting of the dis- 
ciples till it had become the second day of the week, 
that he provides for it by arguing the sanction of 
Christ to that first meeting, from his re-appearance 
to his disciples on the first day of the week foUowing, 
without appearing to them in the interval. Mr. 
Hughes says to his opponent : " But even if ... it 
were admitted that our Lord appeared to them after 
six o'clock, I see not what you would gain by it ; at 
any rate his disciples had assembled together on the 
first day of the week (or Sunday), and it was their 
Lord's re-appearance to them on the first day of the 
week following (or the next Sunday), without mention 
being made of any intermediate appearance, which 
gave his sanction to the day." As Mr. Hughes's 
argument is thus made dependent upon the con- 
struction to be given to the text relating to the 
meeting, " after eight days" (Text, No. IL), it is an 
admission on his part that the text No. I., taken 
alone, fails to prove that Christ gave his sanction to 
the religious observance of the day of his resurrection. 
This is sufficient for my present purpose, and I now 
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proceed to my proof of the fact that Christ did not 
appear to his assembled disciples on the day of his 
resurrection. This proof I adduce on Scripture au- 
thority, namely, the narrative which St. Luke has 
given of Christ's appearance to the two disciples who 
"went that same day to a village called Emmaus, 
which was from Jerusalem about threescore furlongs" 
(xxiv. 13). He joined them on their way, discoursed 
with them without making himself known to them, 
and when they approached the village he manifested 
an intention of continuing his journey beyond it ; but 
the disciples pressed him to stop with them at Em- 
maus, urging as a reason, that it was too late for him 
to travel any further that day : for so, in familiar 
language, we may correctly paraphrase the account in 
St. Luke's Gospel. " And they drew nigh imto the 
village, whither they went; and he made as though he 
would have gone further. But they constrained him, 
saying. Abide with us : for it is towards evening, and 
the day is fer spent." 

It is obviously impossible that St. Luke can here 
have intended to refer to that earlier evening of the 
Jewish day which began at noon : for to say the day 
was far spent, when it was only toward mid-day, 
would be absurd ; and it would be scarcely less un- 
reasonable to suppose that St. Luke intended the 
earlier evening, if it began, as Mr. Hughes believes 
it did, at three o'clock in the afternoon : for it could 
never be said to a traveller, that at that hour, when 
there would still be more than three hours' sunlight 
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this be not admitted, it will, at least, not be denied, 
that it must have come on long before the two dis- 
ciples arrived at Jerusalem, the distance being more 
than seven English miles. When they had joined the 
disciples who were there assembled, and had been 
told of Christ having risen, and of his having ap- 
peared to Simon, they in their turn* told of his 
having joined them on their journey to Emmaus, and 

disciples at Emmaus is the generallj received opinion. Dr. 
Hey, in one of his divinity lectures, makes it the ground of an 
argument on the curious question, whether Jesus rose from the 
grave with an unchanged body, or with one of a more spiritual 
nature, as his vanishing and other similar expressions relating 
to him after his resurrection would rather seem to imply. But 
this latter opinion being scarcely reconcileable with the strong 
language used to the contrary in the fourth of our thirty-nine 
articles, those persons who are inclined to solutions which keep 
clear of anything supernatural, might, says Dr. Hey, reason 
thus : " Two disciples might walk with Jesus, side by side, and 
not know him ; they might never look at him, or not see him 
clearly, especially in the dusk of the evening ; their minds might 
be intent upon something else ; he would speak in a style differ- 
ent from that in which they had usually heard him speak ; why 
not purposely ? and yet when lights were brought at supper, and 
they sat opposite to him, they might know him." (" Heads of 
Lectures in Divinity, delivered in the University of Cambridge, 
by John Hey, D.D., Norrisian Professor," vol. ii. p. 407, 4th 
edition.) 

* Some critics are of opinion, and it seems not improbable, 
that the expression in the text, " found them . . . saying, the Lord 
is risen," means, found them conversing on that topic, and con- 
sequently the two disciples may have been the first to speak on 
joining the rest. The difference which would be made by this 
interpretation, as regards the question of time occupied in the 
transactioiis here narrated, is quite imimportant. 
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" what things were done in the way ;"* and thongh 
we are not to suppose that they did or could repeat all 
that Jesus expounded of himself, " beginning at Moses 
and all the Prophets," yet it would be equally un- 
reasonable to suppose that they did not give a length- 
ened account of it to an audience who must have been 
intensely eager to know all that they could tell ; and 
it was not till they had come to the very last fact 
which they had to relate, "how he was known of 
them in breaking of bread," that Jesus appeared to 
the assembled disciples, and " stood in the midst of 
them." The space of time that intervened between 
the sunset which had closed the day, and this appear- 
ance of Christ to the disciples assembled at Jerusalem, 
could not be less than two hours, and was more pro- 
bably three; so that the first day of the week was 
then long past, and the second had begun to reckon 
its hours. 

Since, therefore, it is evident that Christ did not 
appear at this meeting of the disciples till it had be- 
come the second day of the week,*it matters little to 
the argument of the Sabbatarians whether or not the 
disciples had assembled while it was yet the first day 
of the week. The narrative however, implies, as I 
shall hereafter shew, that it was already evening 
when they met, and, consequently, the second day of 
the week, and not the first. 

* " Were done." These words are not in the original, which 
says merely, " and they told the things in the way," hut which 
means, of course, all things that happened in the way, including, 
therefore, the ample expounding .of the Scriptures. 
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But supposing that the disciples had assembled 
while it was yet the first day of the week, what use 
could the Sabbatarians make of this fact, unless they 
could, by the evidence of other facts, shew at least a 
reasonable probabiUty that the motive of the disciples 
in thus assembling on the first day of the week was 
to do honour to the day of the resurrection ? Now 
that such should have been their motive is impossible, 
absolutely impossible ; for at the time when they met 
they did not beheve in the resurrection. It was not 
till after they had assembled, that any one of them 
(Mark, xvi. 14,*), or, if any one, Peter only (Luke, 
xxiv. 34,t) knew of that event. The reports which 

* Christ had, indeed, appeared to the two disciples who went 
to Emmaus ; hut those disciples did not join the meeting of the 
disciples at Jerusalem till some considerable time after the latter 
had assembled. Christ had, also, according to St. Matthew's 
Gospel (xxviii. 9), appeared to the women who went to the se- 
pulchre, but they are not stated to have been present at the 
meeting, nor does it seem likely that they were so. 

t " Or, if any, Peter only." I so state the fact, not as doubting 
it, but because it is remarkable that no one of the Evangelists 
relates the appearance of Christ to St. Peter ; and were it not 
that we are informed by St. Luke's narrative, above referred to, 
that the two disciples who had been at Emmaus found the others 
gathered together, " saying, He hath appeared to Simon " (Peter), 
we should infer, from all the four Gospels, that Christ did not 
appear to Peter till he appeared to him and the rest of the dis- 
ciples when they were assembled in the evening. St. Matthew 
mentions only one appearance of Christ during the day, and that 
was to the two women. He says nothing t)f Peter. St. Mark 
mentions Peter, but in a way that seems to imply it could not 
have been the intention of Christ to appear to him. For the 
young man whom St. Mark says the women found sitting in the 
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they had heard of it during the day had been dis- 
credited. They met in the evening, after Christ had 
risen, inquiring and doubting. One of the eleven, as 
we learn from St. John's Gospel, was positive in his 
disbehef of the fact, and was absent from the meeting, 

sepulchre, said to them, *' Ye seek Jesus of Nazareth . . . He is 
risen ... Go your way ; tell his disciples, and Peter, that he 
goeth before you into Galilee : there shall ye see him." All that 
St. Luke relates of Peter is, that on hearing the report that 
Christ had risen, Peter ran unto the sepulchre, and that seeing 
only the clothes there he " departed, wondering in himself at 
that which was come to pass." St. John says, that Peter and 
another disciple, supposed to be himself, went to the sepulchre, 
and that finding the clothes only, they " went away again unto 
their own home." He says not a word of Christ having appeared 
to them, although he immediately aftewards relates the appear- 
ance to Maiy Magdalene. He says, indeed, that after Peter had 
gone into the sepulchre, and found there only the clothes, he 
himself went in, " and he saw and believed ;" meaning, it may be 
presumed, believed that the body, as Mary Magdalene had sup- 
posed, had been taken away, for the next verse implies that he 
did not yet believe that Christ had risen. The Gospel narrative 
is this : — ** Then cometh Simon Peter following him " (the other 
disciple who had outrun Peter in their way to the sepulchre, v. 
8, 4), " and went into the sepulchre, and seeth the linen clothes 
lie, and the napkin, that was about his head, not lying with the 
linen clothes, but wrapped together in a place by itself. Then 
went in also that other disciple, which came first to the sepul- 
chre, and he saw and believed. For as yet they knew not the 
Scripture that he must rise again from the dead. Then the dis- 
ciples went away again unto their own home." (John, xx. 6-10.) 
Of the disciples who went to the sepulchre, it is expressly 
afl&rmed by the disciples who went to Emmaus, that the former 
" found it even so as the women had said ; but him they saw 
not " (Luke, xxiv. 24). 
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and, not improbably, for that reason. St. Mark's 
account of this general incrednUty is very emphatic. 
He relates that Jesus appeared to Mary Magdalene in 
the morning of his resurrection, and that " she went 
and told them that had been with him, as they 
mourned and wept ; and they, when they had heard 
that he was aUve, and had been seen of her, beUeved 
not'* (xvi. 9, 10, 11). Even the report made by the 
disciples who had seen him at Emmaus appears, ac- 
cording to St. Mark, to have been discredited. For 
it must be to them, and to their report, that St. Mark 
refers, when, in continuation of his narrative, he says, 
'' After that he appeared in another form unto two of 
them, as they walked and went into the country, and 
they went and told it unto the residue ; neither be- 
lieved they them'* (v. 12, 13). 

Nay, more : in the verse which follows, St. Mark 
seems to assert that the disbelief of the disciples on 
their first meeting was universal. Referring to that 
meeting, St. Mark says, "Afterward he appeared 
unto the eleven, as they sat at meat, and upbraided 
them with their unbelief and hardness of heart, be- 
cause they believed not them which had seen him 
after he was risen'* (v. 14). 

Now, if because St. Mark here states that the 
eleven were present, it should be thought that he 
refers not to the meeting in the evening after the 
resurrection, at which, according to St. John, only 
ten of the eleven were present when Jesus appeared ; 
but to the meeting, " after eight days,*' at which St. 
John says (impliedly, compare v. 24 and 26), that all 
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the eleven had assembled ; then, what St. Mark re- 
lates of the continued prevalence of doubt and disbe- 
hef among the Apostles would be perfectly amazing. 
Whichever of the two meetings St. Mark intends to 
refer to (but that he intends the first there fan be 
little question), it would seem from his account that 
not one of the Apostles, when they met, beUeved in 
the resurrection. 

It being for these reasons manifest beyond all 
contradiction, that the motive with the disciples for 
assembling in the evening after the resurrection, 
could not be to celebrate and sanctify the day of the 
resurrection, the question, what might be their actual 
motive, ceases to be of importance to the present dis- 
cussion. It is not imlikely, as I shall hereafter have 
occasion to notice more particularly, that it w£is their 
usual custom to meet together in the evening, whilst 
they were all staying in Jerusalem. However this 
may be, there can be no difficulty in assigning as 
probable some special reasons why they should meet 
in the evening after the resurrection, for the narrative 
itself appears to suggest them. One might be a 
desire on their part to collect and consider the va- 
rious and generally discredited rumours respecting 
Christ's resurrection, which had been current during 
the day. What the two disciples, who had returned 
from Emmaus, found them saying ("The Lord is risen, 
indeed, and hath appeared to Simon"), furnishes a 
clue to the subject on which they had been con- 
versing, and seems to indicate, at the same time, the 
motive here assigned as one which had induced them 
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to assemble. Another motive may very reasonably 
be supposed to have been a desire to consult together 
on their forlorn prospects, and even their personal 
safety. It is particularly noticed by St. John that 
they .were then in "fear of the Jews;" and with 
respect to their future prospects, nothing could be 
more gloomy than they were at that time. " He 
which," as they trusted, " should have redeemed Is- 
rael" (Luke, xxiv. 21), had been put to death as a 
common malefactor — an event which had disappointed 
all their hopes, and struck them with dismay. " The 
disciples, after their Lord's crucifixion," says Bishop 
Porteus, " appear to have entertained no hopes of his 
resurrection. Shocked and confounded, dismayed at 
finding him condemned to the ignominious death of 
the cross, they forgot everything he had said to them 
respecting his rising again. Most of them seem to 
have remained concealed during the whole time of 
Jesus being in the grave, and to have given them- 
selves up to sorrow and despair." — (Note on Matthew, 
xxviii. 7, in D'Oyly and Mant's Bible.) 

But it was not only during the time that Jesus 
continued in the grave that they gave themselves up 
to sorrow and despair. We are expressly told that 
on the day of the resurrection, when Mary Magdalene 
went to inform " them that had been with him," of 
that event having occurred, she found them mourning 
and weeping ;* and as they did not believe her report, 
but continued incredulous of the fact till he appeared 

* Mark, xvi. quoted ante, p. 39. 
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to them aU in the evening, they doubtless had 
mourned and wept throughout the day. Surely the 
then state of their feelings and apprehensions was 
such as may well be supposed to have been a suffi- 
cient inducement to them to meet together, ii\ order 
to consult with each other on the condition of their 
affairs ; and most preposterous is the Sabbatarian 
notion that they could have assembled to celebrate 
a day which to them, up to the very moment of 
their meeting, had been a day of " sorrow and 
despair." 

That, therefore, from one or both of the motives 
which have been here suggested, if it was not their 
custom to meet in the evening, the disciples should 
assemble together in the evening foDowing the resur- 
rection, is a conjecture favoured by the general tenor 
of the Gospel narratives ; whilst not a single fact or 
circumstance therein related is opposed to it. This 
at least is evident, that the disciples met for purposes 
of their own, and not for any purpose of their cruci- 
fied Master ; certainly not by his command,* nor for 
the purpose of estabUshing or observing any Christian 

* We do, indeed, read of a command which Christ sent to 
his disciples on the day when, and soon after, he had risen. It 
was not, however, to assemhle in the evening at Jerusalem, but 
to go and seek him in Galilee. St. Matthew relates, that the 
angel at the sepulchre said to the women who came there, 
'* Jesus ... is risen ... Go quickly and tell his disciples that he 
is risen from the dead ; and, behold, he goeth before you into 
Galilee : there shall ye see him . . . And they departed quickly 
from the sepulchre . . . and did run to bring his disciples word. 
And as they Vent . . . Jesus met them • . . Then said Jesus unto 
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rite ; for as they did not yet believe in the resurrec- 
tion, they were not yet Christiana. 

Of the motives which induced Christ to appear to 
his disciples when they were assembled in the even- 
ing after he had risen, we are left in no uncertainty 
whatever, for they are obvious on the very surface of 
the Gospel narratives. He vouchsafed to appear to 
them in order to dissipate their doubts as to his re- 
surrection, and to give them some instruction in the 
duties of their future mission as his Apostles, (Mark, 
xvi. ; Luke, xxiv. ; John, xx.) 

Surely these, testified as they are by the Evange- 
lists themselves, were purposes worthy of Christ's 
appearing to his assembled disciples, and sufficient to 
account for it. How great is the presumption of the 
Sabbatarians, therefore, when they assert that Christ 
had a farther object in view, to which the Evangelists 
do not testify, namely, that of sanctioning by his 
presence, and in effect, therefore, ordaining the insti- 
tution of a new Sabbath, which was to be observed 
thereafter by his followers to the end of time. What 
is this but a conjecture, as improbable as it is pre- 

them, Be not afraid ; go, tell my brethren that they go into 
Galilee, and there shall they see me, " (Matthew, xxviii.) 

It is remarkable that St. Matthew omits all notice of the 
meeting in the evening which followed the resurrection, and of 
that also which took place '* after eight days," yet as one of the 
eleven he must have been present at both. 

His silence on this subject contributes an additional infer- 
ence that the disciples could not have met at either of these 
meetings for the purpose of instituting or celebrating a new 
religious rite. 
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sumptuous P For it is past all belief, that if Christ 
had had that great purpose also in view, he should 
neither at the meeting in the evening after the re- 
surrection, nor on any other occasion of his appearing 
to his disciples previously to his ascension, have said 
one word to them respecting it ; or that if he did, his 
historians should not have related what he said. If 
ever Christ commanded a new Sabbath to be ob- 
served, or, what is in effect the same, commanded the 
old Sabbath to be observed on a new day, it must 
assuredly have been the bounden duty of the Evange- 
lists to register that command in their narratives of 
his life and actions. St. Luke, we find, in the be- 
ginning of his Acts of the Apostles, thus makes pro- 
fession of his design in writing his Gospel: — "The 
former treatise." meaning thereby his Gospel, "have I 
made, O Theophilus, of all that Jesus began both to do 
and teach, until the day in which he was taken up." 
Now, although it would be unreasonable to maintain 
that St. Luke meant to use the phrase (all that Jesus 
said and taught) in its strictest sense, it would, on 
the other hand, be unreasonable not to aDow that he 
must have meant to relate all that Jesus said and 
taught which would be of great importance to be 
known in after times. But what St. Luke thus pro- 
fessed to do in writing his Gospel, the other Evange- 
lists, we may presume, intended to do in writing their 
Gospels; and to suppose, therefore, that all of them 
should, nevertheless, have omitted to put on record a 
command of Christ instituting a religious ordinance, 
which was to be perpetual in his Church, if he ever 
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gave such a command, would be a soppositkni so 
directly opposed to all reason and probabiHtr, that it 
cannot be entertained bv anv person of soond under- 
standing, nnwarped by prejudice. Nor will it make 
any difference in the case if it be supposed, as it is 
by some, that the allied command of Christ did not 
enjoin the observance of a Sabbath, but merely the 
holding of religious assemblies upon the first day of 
the week.* This would be equally a divine com- 
mand for the observance of a religious rite, and if 
ever issued, might equally be expected to have been 
found recorded in the Christian Scriptures. 

Before I conclude these remarks upon the Text, 
No. I. ("Then the same day at evening, being the 
first day of the week," &c.), I have to notice a dr- 
cnmstance which has undoubtedly caused much of 
the misconception that prevails as to its true mean- 
ing ; and that is, that in our translation of the text 
the word "being" is introduced where it has no 
corresponding word in the original. As this word 
is not unfirequently used to signify "because" (for 
instance, "being Sunday we all went to church"), 
so it is by most persons who read the text only in 
our translation taken for granted, that the Evangelist 
meant to say the disciples met because it was the first 
day of the week ; but there is nothing in the original 

* The practice of holding religious assemblies npoD the first 
day of the week was so early and nniversal in the Christian 
Church, that it carries with it considerable proof of having 
originated from some precept of Christ or of his Apostles. — 
Paley's Philos. vol. ii. p. 87. 



48 SUNDAY AS A PRATER DAT. 

to warrant such an interpretation, nor to authorise 
the introduction of the word " being," where it now 
stands in our translation. The word does, indeed, 
occur in the original, but not, as in the translation, 
in immediate connexion with "the first day of the 
week." The text is, Ovafjg ovp oyptccg rjf ^(JifSgtf hcsivfi 
rrj (/tsS rSu ffu^^drafv, which, literally translated, is 
not, as we have it, " Then the same day at evening, 
being the first day of the week ;" the literal translation 
is, " Then it being evening in that same day, the first 
of the week." So translated, we at once perceive 
that the emphatic meaning supposed to belong to the 
word " being," as appUcable to the first day of the 
week, has vanished, and that the narrative in its more 
exact translation, instead of implying that the disciples 
met because it was the evening of the first day of the 
week, implies rather that they met because it was 
their custom to meet together in the evening.* But 

* Although I lay no great stress on the conjecture that it 
was the custom of the disciples to meet together in the evening, 
it may he worth noticing, that the prohahility of its -being their 
custom is increased by another probable fact, and that is, that 
the eleven, while staying at this time in Jerusalem, occupied the 
same dwelling; for it would seem that they did so not long 
afterwards, as in the first chapter of the Acts (v. 13) we read, 
" And when they," the Apostles whom Christ had chosen (v. 2), 
" were come in," (from witnessing the ascension from Mount 
Olivet), " they went up into an upper room, where abode both 
Peter, and James, and John, and Andrew, Philip, and Thomas, 
Bartholomew, and Matthew, James the son of Alpheus, and Simon 
Zelotes, and Judas, the brother of James." 

The original phrase, io-tct xttrttf/Unrm^ is generally understood 
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whether it were their custom or not is of small im- 
portance, as regards the meeting in question, since 
the text, when correctly translated,* clearly authorises 
the inference that it was already evening when the 
disciples met. For when the historian says, " It 
being evening . . . and the doors being shut where 
the disciples were assembled for fear of the Jews," it 
is scarcely possible he can mean otherwise than that 
it was evening when the disciples met. It was, there- 
fore, the second day of the week, not the first, on 
which they thus met. But even if this interpretation 
of the text could be considered as doubtful (which I 
think is scarcely possible), it would still remain a 
matter of certainty that Christ did not appear at the 
meeting till after the second day of the week had 
commenced,! which fact, as I have before remarked, 
completely disproves the Sabbatarian assertion that 
Christ appeared in order to sanction the religious ob- 
servance of the first day of the week, and, by conse- 
quence, it proves, independently of all the other proof 
here given of the fact, that the disciples did not meet 
for the purpose of rehgiously observing the day on 

in the sense of dwelt, or were dwelling. Our Bible, as we see 
above, renders it by the word " abode." Wakefield's translation 
is, ** where they usually abode." Mr, Sharpe, however, in his 
translation (London, 1840), has, " where were awaiting Peter, 
&c." But although xtcT»ftinfrt§ may be properly translated 
awaiting, so to translate it here would imply that the Apostles 
were not the persons who had "come in" from witnessing the 
ascension, which would be inconsistent with the narrative. 
♦ See p. 48. + See p. 35. 
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which they met; so that whether the day of thei 
meeting was the second day of the week or the first 
the Sabbatarian argmnent drawn from Text, No. I. 
which records the meeting, is in every point of vie^ 
mitenable. 



THE TEXT. No. II. 



** And after eight days again his disciples were .within, anc 
Thomas with them : then came Jesus, the doors being shut 
and stood in the midst, and said, Peace be unto you.**— 
John, XX. 26. 

The Text, No. I. faiUng to support the Sabbatariaii 
cause, the Text, No. II. fails also : for if, as I hm 
already proved, the meeting recorded in the Teid;, No. 
I. did not take place on the first day of the week, whal 
can it avail the Sabbatarians to be able to prove bm 
Text, No. II. that the meeting there mentioned tod; 
place on the same day of the week as the first me^ 
ingp Or if it be taken for granted that the find 
meeting, and consequently the second, took place on 
the first day of the week, what would even this con- 
cession avail, when, as I have also proved, the purpose 
of the first meeting could not be, as the Sabbatarian 
contend it was, to celebrate the day of the resur- 
rection ? 

However, as I must not assume that a Sabbatariai 
advocate would admit the validity of my proofe oi 
these points, I shall now proceed to discuss the Sab 
batarian merits of Text, No. II. 
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In itself that te3rt; proTes nodimg which bears 
upon the Sabbath qaesticHi, except the fivrt that the 
disciples held a second meeting, at which Chiist 
again appeared to them, and except, peihaps, the 
additional fact, that the second meeting took place 
exactly on the day week after the first. 

I deny, however, that it is so dear as it ought to 
be in an aigument of soch importance as the present, 
tiiat the second meeting did take place on the day 
week afiier the first meeting. 

Supposing that the Greek phrase which our Bibles 
translate " after eight days'' (and which is the literal 
translation), may mean, as some of the learned tell us 
it means, "a week after," just as the French say, 
Auit jours apreSy I am not aware that the French 
phrase does, and I am certain the English phrase '" a 
week afl«r," does not necessarily, and on every occa- 
sion, signify exactly that day week. When we say 
an event happened (as, for instance, that a firiend 
called upon or wrote to us) "a week afl;er," we have 
no idea of being pinned down by the use of that 
phrase to its strict meaning of exactly seven days. 
It might be a day more or a day less than seven, yet 
we should never scruple to use the phrase ; but it 
is far firom certain that the Greek phrase in the ori- 
ginal text means " a week after," or, as some would 
translate it, " on the eighth day after." If it did so 
in the opinion of the very able divines, whose trans- 
lation of the Bible is still our authorised version, they 
would surely, in order to avoid ambiguity, not have 
translated it literally, as they have done, " after eight 
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days ;" for no one can pretend to say that the phrase 
" after eight days" is, or ever was, idiomatic in our 
language to signify " on the eighth day after/* or, " a 
week after." 

Dr. Heylyn in his treatise on the Sabbath ques- 
tion, referring to the appearance of Christ to the 
apostle Thomas, says, " That the text tells us was 
after eight days from the time before remembered, 
which some conceive to be the eighth day after ^ or the 
nextj^r*^ day of the week . . • But where (whereas) the 
Greek text reads it \hiS n{tk^q oxrojy post octo dies in 
the vulgar Latin,* after eight days according to our 
Enghsh Bibles, that should be rather understood of 
the ninth or tenth, than the eighth day after." — 
(Heylyn's History of the Sabbath, a.d. 1636.) 

In a recent translation of the New Testament 
(published by Pickering, London, 1840), the phrase is 
translated " eight days after," with a notice that Arch- 
bishop Newcome translates it " within eight days." 

Since, therefore, there unquestionably prevails 
some uncertainty as to the meaning which the 

* ''Post octo dies in the vulgar Latin," meaning the Latin 
translation of the New Testament, which is now usually called 
the Vulgate ; and is so called hecause Latin was the vulgar or 
common language of the country at the time of the translation. 
It was made in the fourth century, by Jerome, the most learned 
of all the Latin fathers. 

Thus we find our translators two himdred years ago, and 
Jerome above a thousand years before their time, agreeing in 
translating the original Greek phrase literally, and not as an 
idiom, by which the Evangelist intended to say, " on the eighth 
day after," or, " on that day week." 
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Evangelist intended to give to the Greek phrase 
which he has used, it cannot properly be made the 
foundation of an argument; for it cannot establish 
any certain conclusion. And, indeed, it is hardly to 
be doubted that the Evangelist, instead of confining 
himself to the somev^rhat vague phrase, "after eight 
days," would, on this occasion, have added the words, 
" being the first day of the week," or other words of 
similar import, had he intended to make it known to 
all future times that it was on the first day of the 
week that the disciples held their second meeting, 
and that to celebrate the recurrence of that day was 
the purpose of the meeting. 

It is, moreover, not to be taken for granted that 
this was their second meeting. The Sabbatarians lay 
great stress on the word "again" in the text, — ("And 
after eight days again his disciples were within") — as 
though it proved that the disciples had never met in 
the interval ; but nothing can be more probable than 
that they had met on other evenings, — perhaps on 
every evening, — since the day of the resurrection. 
Nay, the probability is, as I have before suggested 
(p. 48), that it was their custom to meet in the 
evening : but, whether it was their custom or not, it is 
indisputable that they had many weighty reasons for 
conferring often together during that momentous 
period of their destiny which immediately followed 
upon the resurrection ; yet it might happen, that if 
they had intervening meetings between the day of 
that event and the meeting " after eight days," 
nothing occurred at them which it was of importance 
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to record for the information of future ages. At that 
meeting, however, the meeting " after eight days,*' a 
circumstance of the utmost importance did occur; that 
of the incredulous disciple coming to the meeting, and 
being there converted from his unbelief. "And after 
eight days again his disciples were within, and Thomas 
with them;" an incident which the historian seems 
himself to tell us is his inducement to notice the 
meeting : and if, as is here supposed to be probable, 
there had been intervening meetings, he could still 
with perfect propriety si)eak of this, the second meet- 
ing mentioned by him, in the words of the text, 
"Again his disciples were within." The Sabbatarians, 
therefore, to entitle themselves to lay any peculiar 
stress upon the word "again," ought first to prove, or 
at least show it to be most probable, that the disciples 
had never met together in the interval. 

For the sake of argument, however, let us suppose 
that it was on the first day of the week that the 
meeting recorded in the Text, No. II. was held ; still 
that text affords no evidence that the disciples met 
and Christ appeared because it was the first day of 
the week, and, therefore, of itself it proves nothing to 
the point in controversy. 

It is, indeed, only by considering the two texts in 
connexion with each other, that the Sabbatarians are 
enabled to construct an argument in support of their 
assertion, that the meetings mentioned in those texts 
were held on the first day of the week, and were held 
on that particular day, for the purpose of religiously 
commemorating the day of the resurrection. 
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• 

No Sabbatarian ever would have thought of in- 
ferring from the first text that the disciples had met 
in the evening after, the resurrection, in order to 
celebrate the day of that event, if that text had not 
been followed by another, stating that, on the same 
day of the ensuing week " again " the disciples met. 
Nor would any Sabbatarian have thought of inferring 
firom the second text that it was on the first day of 
the week that the meeting mentioned in it took 
place, if the first text, as our Bibles translate it, had 
not stated that the meeting there mentioned was held 
on that day. 

Thus Dr. Paley says of the first meeting : " This, 
for anjrthing that appears in the account, might, as 
to the day, have been accidental;" and adds, " but 
in the 26th verse of the same chapter we read, that 
' after eight days," that is, on the first day of the 
week follomng^ ' again the disciples were within ; * 
which second meeting upon the same day of the week 
looks like an appointment and design to meet on that 
particular day.'' This, be it remarked, is all that 
Dr. Paley has to urge as showing the relation which 
the two texts bear to each other. The meeting men- 
tioned in the second text, he argues, looks like an 
intention upon both occasions to meet upon the first 
day of the week. 

What Dr. Paley, however, considered as nothing 
more than a resemblance to proof, Mr. Hughes, as we 
have seen, considers to be proof itself. He connects 
the two texts by asserting of the two meetings of the 
disciples, that " it was their Lord's reappearance to 



56 SUNDAY AS A PRAYER DAY. 

them on the first day of the week following" (the 
first meeting), " without mention being made of any 
intermediate appearance which gave his sanction to 
the day." 

This argument of the Sabbatarians, that the two 
texts thus aid each other in proving that the disciples 
twice met on the first day of the week in observance 
of that day, and that Christ appeared to them each 
time, in order to sanction their observance of it, is at 
least an admission, on the part of the Sabbatarians, of 
the insufficiency of each text by itself to prove those 
facts.. But let us now look a little more closely to 
the question, what is the nature, and what the 
amoimt of the aid, which the two texts confer upon 
each other. 

All that the Text, No. II. can contribute to Text, 
No. I. is the solitary fact, that the disciples met 
together a second time on precisely the same day of 
the week as that of their first meeting. The value of 
this fact, if indeed it be the fact, which is very 
doubtful, depends entirely upon the correctness of the 
inference which is, in consequence, attempted to be 
drawn from the two texts taken conjointly, namely, 
that the disciples met, as Dr. Paley argues they did, 
on the second occasion, by " appointment," and on 
both occasions with the " design " of observing the 
particular day on which they met. Now this is so 
large an inference, considering how sUght are the 
premises from which it is drawn, that Dr. Paley 
himself only says of it, that it has some appearance of 
being a just one. But to be of any aid to Text, No. I. 
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this inference from the two texts should be not merely 
probable, but indisputable ; which it is not. The Text, 
No. II., therefore, affords no effective aid to Text, 
No. I. 

On the other hand, the Text, No. I., far from 
aiding, is decidedly injurious, to Text, No. II., for the 
facts connected with Text, No. I. show that, could we 
infer from Text, No. II., or were we even to take for 
granted that Christ appeared to his disciples at their 
second meeting, while it was yet the first day of the 
week, Text, No. I. would interpose and strip the fact 
of all its Sabbatarian value, by reminding us that 
Christ did not appear to his disciples at their first 
meeting till after the first day of the week was past. 
For since Christ thereby made it plainly manifest 
that he did not then appear for the purpose of con- 
ferring a rehgious distinction upon that particular day 
of the week, it is a clear inference from Text, No. I. 
that he did not appear for that purpose at the second 
meeting. 

Thus, whether the Texts, Nos. I. and II. be viewed 
singly or together, they in neither case warrant the 
fa€ts inferred from them by the Sabbatarians. 

The whole argument of the Sabbatarians respecting 
these texts is built on mere conjecture. When they 
maintain, for instance, that the purpose of the dis- 
ciples in their two meetings was the rehgious ob- 
servance of the day on which they met, the Sab- 
batarians can produce no evidence from the texts to 
justify that opinion. A meeting in the evening can 
be no proof that the day had been observed as a 
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Sabbath; and as to any religious rites having been 
performed by the disciples when they met, the texts 
are both wholly silent on the subject : no mention is 
made in either of them (as in Acts, i. 14) of " prayer 
and supplication/' 

There is also that other instance of Sabbatarian 
conjecture upon these two texts, which has already 
been here so frequently brought into question, — a 
conjecture still more remarkable, and for more pre- 
sumptuous, than that which has just been noticed; 
I allude to their conjecture that Christ, in appearing 
to his disciples at the two meetings mentioned in the 
texts, had a purpose in view beyond that which the 
Evangelist assigns, that secondary purpose being, say 
the Sabbatarians, to institute a religious rite which 
was thenceforth and for ever to be observed as the 
Christian Sabbath. 

If Christ had had that further purpose in view, it 
would seem to be utterly incredible that the Evan- 
gelist should not himself have made it known by an 
express statement of it, or so plainly indicated it as 
to leave no doubt whatever of the fact. But there is 
no such statement, nor any such indication, in either 
of the texts, or in the narrative to which they belong. 

That, however, the only motive which the Evan- 
gelist does assign for Christ's appearing to his dis- 
ciples at each meeting is all-sufficient to account for 
those appearances, no Sabbatarian can venture to dis- 
pute ; for at the first meeting Christ appeared to 
convince his disciples of the reality of his resurrection, 
and at the second to convince that disciple of it who. 
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not having been present at the previous meeting, had 
remained incredulous of the fact. 

That the motive thus assigned by the Evangelist 
for the appearance at the first meeting is all-sufficient, 
who can doubt, that recollects it is stated on Scrip- 
ture authority that most of the disciples present, nay, 
according to St. Mark, all of them, up to the time of 
their meeting, discredited the reports of Christ's re- 
surrection? "Afterward (says St. Mark) he appeared 
unto the eleven as they sat at meat, and upbraided 
them with their unbelief and hardness of heart, be- 
cause they beUeved not them which had seen him 
after he was risen.'* St. Mark then adds, "And he 
^aid unto them. Go ye into all the world, and preach 
the Gospel to every creature" (xvi. 14, 15). How 
could they have done this? how could they have 
preached " Christ is risen," if he had not by his ap- 
pearance to them removed their "unbeUef" in the 
feet of his resurrection ? 

That the motive assigned by the Evangelist for 
the appearance of Christ at the second meeting is all- 
sufficient, who can deny, that considers what a serious 
check it must have given to the onward progress of 
the new religion, had one of the chosen disciples con- 
tinued to disown his Master ; and this, not from any 
base inducement, like Judas, but from an honest con- 
scientious doubt of the important fact, that Christ had 
risen from the dead? On the other hand, what a 
triumph to the cause, that he who had once so strongly 
doubted, should afterwards so firmly believe ! 

With these amply sufficient reasons to account for 
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the appearance of Christ to his assembled disciples in 
the evening after his resurrection, and " again after 
eight days/' what amazing presimiption is it in the 
Sabbatarians to conjecture, and to insist upon the 
conjectiure, as though there were undeniable indica- 
tions of its truth, that Christ had a purpose in thus 
appearing, which the historian does not mention, and 
to which he makes not the slightest allusion ! 

I conclude by challenging contradiction, so it be 
by direct argument and not by mere assertion, when 
I affirm, as I here do, that the texts now under exa- 
mination. whether taken singly or together, afford no 
proof whatever of the alleged intention of Christ to 
institute the reUgious rite now caUed the Christian^ 
Sabbath; and this, whether it be considered as an 
institution obliging us to observe the first day of the 
week as an actual Sabbath, or only as a day appro- 
priated to pubUc prayer and religious instruction. 

At what period of the Christian era the custom 
arose of observing the first day of the week as a stated 
day of prayer and religious instruction will be the 
subject of inquiry in a later stage of this discussion. 
In the mean time let it be borne in mind, that of all 
the Six Sabbatarian Texts, the Texts, Nos. I. and II. 
alone relate to the period during which Christ re- 
mained on earth after his resurrection ; and that the 
examination of these two texts has shown beyond all 
reasonable doubt that his disciples never diuring that 
period met together on the first day of the week out 
of regard for the day; and, consequently, that the 
custom of religiously observing that particular day of 
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the week could not baTe originated tiU after Christ's 
ascension.* This is in many points of view a Teiy 
material &ct, and particularly so, as it effectually dis- 
sipates the idle &ncy of all zealous Sabbatarians that 
Christ sanctioned by his presence the first and second 
observance of their Sunday Sabbath. 

* As the Glmich Clergy of our times are in general staonch 
advocates of the opinion that Christ himself enjoined the reli- 
gions ohserrance of Snndaj, and are prone to quote, in support 
of that opinion^ the alleged fad, that Christ twice appeared to 
his disciples upon that day of the week, it will not be inop- 
portune to remark here, that this is not a tenet of the Church of 
England. In the Homily entitled " Of the Place and Time of 
Prayer,'* it is argued firom the fourth Commandment, and from 
God's rest on the seventh day of the creation, that " God's will 
and commandment was to have a solemn time and standing day 
in the week, wherein the people should come together, and 
have in remembrance his wonderful benefits, and to render him 
thanks for them." Then follows this passage : " This example 
and commandment of God, the godly Christian people began to 
follow immediately after the ascension of our Lord Christ ; and 
began to dioose them a standing day of the week to come to- 
gether in ; yet not the seventh day, which the Jews kept, but the 
Lord's day, the day of the Lord's resurrection." 

The last sentence in this passage is, in another point of view, 
not less remarkable than the first. A day which the godly 
Christian people were at liberty to choose, and did choose, for 
tiiemselves, could not have been a day which they were com- 
manded to observe. 
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THE TEXT, No. III. 

"And when the day of Pentecost was fiilly come, they [the 
Apostles] were all with one accord in one place." — AcU^ ii. 1. 

It would have been to me an enigma, what pos- 
sible connexion there is between this text and the 
Sunday-Sabbath question, had not the learned found 
out, by calculation, that the day of Pentecost therein 
spoken of happened (as I have already noticed, p. 17) 
on the first day of the week, therefore on a Sunday. 

If this discovery was made by a Sabbatarian, it 
was a most unlucky one for his cause, and he was 
guilty of egregious indiscretion in not keeping it to 
himself, since, by divulging it, he has disclosed a fact 
which might never have become known in modem 
times, but which being known is most damaging to 
the Sabbatarian cause. For it now appears, that 
St. Luke makes express and particular mention of a 
meeting of the Apostles on a day which we find 
must have been Sunday (the first day of the week), 
and yet he not only takes no notice of any act 
then done by them in honour of that day, but he 
does not even notice the fact that it was on the 
first day of the week that their meeting was held. 
He tells us, indeed, that they met " with one accord 
in one place;" but that gives us no information of 
what they did when they met. Had the historian 
said, " And when the first day of the week was come, 
they [the Apostles] were all with one accord in one 
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place," it would have been very fair to conjecture, and 
even to insist, that it was for some purpose connected 
with the day mentioned, and that consequently it was 
to do honour to the New Sabbath. But this is not what 
the historian has said : what he says is, " And when 
the day of Pentecost was fully come." Therefore, by 
parity of reasoning, the fair conjecture, I might say 
the certainty, is, that the meeting was for some pur- 
pose connected with the day on which they are 
actually said to have met, — the day of a great Jewish 
festival, and consequently not for the purpose of ob- 
serving a Christian festival. 

It would seem, therefore, wholly unnecessary to 
pursue the subject any further ; but as a large and 
influential portion of the Sabbatarians rely upon this 
text (No. III.) as exhibiting an instance of the ob- 
servance of the New Sabbath by the Apostles, I feel 
compelled to enter into a more formal refutation of 
the argument which is deduced from it. 

The argument is this : Pentecost being proved, on 
calculation,* to have happened on a Sunday, we learn, 
therefore (say the Sabbatarians), why the Apostles on 



* Mr. Gumey's mode of calculating the day is as follows : 
— " Our Saviour's last Paschal Supper was on the evening which 
terminated, or, according to the reckoning of the Jews, mcceeded, 
the fifth day of the week. That fifth day was the 14th of Nisan, 
on which the Passover was slain. He was crucified on the sixth 
day, and the following seventh day was .... the second of the 
feast, and the 16th of Nisan, on which the wave-sheaf was offered 
to the Lord. Now from the time of this solemnity, seven com- 
plete weeks were to be numbered ; and the day which followed," 
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the day of Pentecost were all with one accord in one 
place ; and why the day of Pentecost was selected for 
the great miracle of the descent of the Holy Ghost 
upon them. It was on their part to do honour to the 
New Sabbath ; and the Lord of the Sabbath, by se- 
lecting the day of the New Sabbath for the coming of 
the Holy Ghost, gave his further and final sanction to 
the observance of it. " Thus," says Mr. Gumey, in 
a passage before quoted more ftdly (p. 23), — " thus 
was the first day of the week again pointed out by the 
Divine finger as the day of Christian worship, and 
.... He who .... had appeared to his disciples on 
that day, and who, as it occurred from week to week, 
had assembled vdth their company, now completed 
the hallowing of the Christian Sabbath by the mission 
of the Comforter."* 

As an answer to these gratuitous conjectures, it 
ought to be deemed sufficient to remark, that if the 
historian had considered this meeting of the Apostles 

and which would he the first day of a week, " was ihe fiftieth day, 
or the Pentecost." — Brief Rem. p. 75. 

The calculation is, I presume, correct ; hut I cannpt forget, 
that when Mr. Gumey wished to compress forty days into five 
weeks, in order to prove that Ascension-day was a Sunday, he 
reckoned two Sundays to ^week (see note, ante, p. 13): whilst 
here it suits his calculation to allow hut one. Thus at Mr. 
Gumey 's hidding a week expands into eight days, or shrinks into 
seven, as the fact which he undertakes to prove may happen to 
require. 

* How little the promised mission of the Comforter related 
to the institution of a Christian Sahhath may he seen in the 
statement of the purposes of that mission in the Gospel of St. 
John, XV. 26, and xvi. 7-14. 
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on the first day of the week to be on that account of 
any importance, and, a fortiori^ if of the vast im- 
portance ascribed to it in the passage just quoted, he 
would, we may safely take for gi'anted, not have left 
it to be thereafter discovered only by calculation, that 
it was on the first day of the week that the meeting 
was held. Even when he wrote, which was not till 
thirty years after the event the precise day of the 
week on which this moveable feast of Pentecost oc- 
curred had become a subject of calculation rather than 
of recollection ; and therefore, instead of stating that 
the Apostles assembled with one accord in one place 
on the day of Pentecost, the historian, if he there men- 
tioned the day of Pentecost at all, was far more likely 
to have stated, in express terms, that the Apostles 
assembled on the day of that feast, because, happen- 
ing as it did in that year on the first day of the week, 
it fell on the New Sabbath-day. But, as the nar- 
rative now stands, no ordinary reader would interpret 
it otherwise than as meaning to acquaint us that the 
Apostles, who, it is to be borne in mind, had not yet 
forsaken the rites and ordinances of the Jewish law, 
assembled on the day of Pentecost because it was the 
day of Pentecost, and as such a high Jewish festival ; 
and that for some sufficient reason, and yet not be- 
cause it happened to fall on the first day of the week, 
this day of Pentecost was selected as the appropriate 
day for the descent of the Holy Ghost. In this sense, 
and in no other, as I believe, has the narrative been 
read in all ages of the Christian Church, until the 
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Sabbatarian controversy arose in this country rather 
more than two centuries ago, and the Puritans of that 
period, to whom we probably owe the first discovery that 
the day of Pentecost mentioned in the text happened 
on the first day of the week, made use of that &ct as 
Scripture authority for their Sunday-Sabbath. That 
they did so make use of it appears from the cir- 
cumstance that Dr. Heylyn, who was their contem- 
porary, or nearly so, thus notices their argument upon 
it. He observes of Pentecost, that " it was a move- 
able feast, such as did change and shift itself ac- 
cording to the position of the Feast of Passover .... 
and if the rule be true, as I think it is, that no suffi- 
cient argument can be drawn from a casual feet, and 
that the faUing of the Pentecost that year upon the 
first day of the week be merely casual, the coming of 
the Holy Ghost upon that day will be no argument 
nor authority to state the first of the week in the 
place and honour of the Jewish Sabbath." 

There is, besides, no difficulty whatever in account- 
ing for the coming of the Holy Ghost upon the day of 
Pentecost, as being the day of Pentecost ; for we find 
in the narrative a fact related which is of itself an aE- 
sufficient reason why the day of Pentecost, as such, 
should be appointed for the occurrence of that great 
miracle ; a reason which renders the gratuitous con- 
jecture of the Sabbatarians on the subject entirety 
superfluous. 

Pentecost being one of the three great annual fes- 
tivals held at Jerusalem, it gave occasion to the as- 
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sembling in that city of great multitudes of Jews from 
every part of the world : " There were dwelling* at 
Jerusalem, Jews, devout men, out of every nation 
under heaven," (Acts, ii. 5.) This aflforded to the 
Apostles, in the very outset of their public career, an 
opportunity peculiarly favourable for making converts 
to the new rehgion, as was proved by the result ; for 
"the same day there were added unto them about 
three thousand souls," (Acts, ii. 41.) 

With this abundantly sufficient reason why the 
descent of the Holy Ghost upon the Apostles, and 
the consequent gift imparted to them of the power of 
- ispeaking to every man in his own language (Acts, ii. 
6), should occur on the day of Pentecost, whatever 
might be the day of the week on which the festival 
happened to fall in that year, what need is there to 
look out for any other reason ? Yet such is the rash 
propensity of Sabbatarians to oppose their own fancies 
to the plain meaning of Scripture narrative, that (as 
we have just seen in the quotation from Mr. Gumey's 
"Brief Remarks") they assure us, in language as con- 
fident as though they spoke by inspiration, that by 
the meeting of the Apostles on the day of Pentecost, 
the first day of the week was pointed out " by the 
Divine finger " as the day of Christian worship, and 
that Christ on that day " completed the hallowing of 
the Christian Sabbath." 

* " Some, perhaps, were constantly dwelling there ; but the 

' greater part, probably, were drawn thither by the feast of Pen- 

& tecost, and that of the Passover, which preceded it." — Bishop 

Peabce, in D'Oyly and Mant's Notes. 
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Great stress is, I am aware, laid on the precise 
words of the historian, " with one accord in one 
place." * This, say the Sabbatarians, implies, that 
the meeting was in a private dwelling, and the 
Apostles could not meet in a private dwelling to cele- 
brate the Feast of Pentecost. Certainly they could 
not : but this point being agreed, we are still left as 
much as ever in the dark as to what their purpose 
was in thus meeting in private, if they really did so ; 
for the historian has neither informed us of their 
purpose, nor given us any clue to it, beyond men- 
tioning the fact that they met on the day of the 
Jewish Feast of Pentecost; — a fact which, far fix>m* 
favouring, goes far to oppose, the Sabbatarian asser- 
tion, that the Apostles met on that day to celebrate a 
Christian rite. 

Nor have the Sabbatarians any conclusive groimds 
for inferring, as they do, from the words of the text, 
that the meeting mentioned in it did take place in a 
private room or dwelling. There is high authority, 
and what is better still, there are strong reasons for 
believing that the fact was otherwise. The learned 
Bishop Pearce, upon this question, says : " There is no 
certainty about the place ; but it is probable that the 
Apostles were in the temple, because it was then the 
third hour of the day (v. 15), which was the Jewish 
hour of morning prayer in the temple, as the ninth 
hour was that of the evening prayer there (chap. iii. 1), 



* 'Ex/ TO u,\n\y in eodem loco (Vulg.) : in the same place. — 
Wakefield. 
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and because it is said, that the Apostles were daily in 
the temple (v. 46), and that Peter and John went up 
to the temple (chap. iii. 1). For these reasons they 
were the more likely to have been in the temple at 
this third hour (an hour of prayer), especially on 
such a solemn festival as the Pentecost was." — 
{Commentary on the Go^eky the Jets, Sfc,, by Zachary 
Pearce, bishop of Rochester, published from his MSS. 
in 1777.*) 

If, then, the place where the Apostles met with 
one accord on the day of Pentecost was the temple, 
and not, as supposed, a private room or dwelling, this 

* To the opinion of Bishop Pearce, that the temple was the 
place of meeting spoken of in Acts, ii. 1, it may, perhaps, be 
objected, that it is afterwards said, " A sound from heaven .... 
fiUed all the house where they (the Apostles) were sitting." It is, 
however, impossible to believe that this passage, occurring as it 
does in the very next verse (v. Ji), should have escaped the Bishop's 
notice and consideration. He, therefore, thought it presented no 
material objection. 

In a copy of the received version of the Bible, published in 
1776, with explanatory notes " selected from the works of several 
eminent divines," I find the following note on ver. 2 : — "And it 
filled all the house .... That part of the temple where they were 
sitting." This remark, it will be observed, was made in a work 
published before the Bishop's work was published. 

I cannot but think that the Bishop's interpretation of Acts, 
ii. 1, as to the place of meeting, receives stronger confirmation 
from ver« 46 of the same chapter than he appears to claim from 
it. ("And they continuing daily with one accord in the temple.") 
For we have here the same words, "with one accord," as in ver. 1. 
^* With one accord in one place " (or in the same place), seems, 
therefore, to be there used as an equivalent phrase for "with one 
accord in the temple," the phrase used in ver. 46. 
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Sabbatarian controversy arose in this country rather 
more than two centuries ago, and the Puritans of that 
period, to whom we probably owe the first discovery that 
the day of Pentecost mentioned in the text happened 
on the first day of the week, made use of that fact as 
Scripture authority for their Sunday-Sabbath. That 
they did so make use of it appears from the cir- 
cumstance that Dr. Heylyn, who was their contem- 
porary, or nearly so, thus notices their argument upon 
it. He observes of Pentecost, that " it was a move- 
able feast, such as did change and shift itself ac- 
cording to the position of the Feast of Passover .... 
and if the rule be true, as I think it is, that no suffi- 
cient argument can be drawn from a casual fact, and 
that the falling of the Pentecost that year upon the 
first day of the week be merely casual, the coming of 
the Holy Ghost upon that day will be no argument 
nor authority to state the first of the week in the 
place and honour of the Jewish Sabbath." 

There is, besides, no difficulty whatever in account- 
ing for the coming of the Holy Ghost upon the day of 
Pentecost, as being the day of Pentecost ; for we find 
in the narrative a fact related which is of itself an all- 
sufficient reason why the day of Pentecost, as such, 
should be appointed for the occurrence of that great 
miracle ; a reason which renders the gratuitous con- 
jecture of the Sabbatarians on the subject entirely 
superfluous. 

Pentecost being one of the three great annual fes- 
tivals held at Jerusalem, it gave occasion to the as- 
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sembling in that city of great multitudes of Jews from 
every part of the world : " There were dwelling* at 
Jerusalem, Jews, devout men, out of every nation 
under heaven," (Acts, ii. 5.) This afforded to the 
Apostles, in the very outset of their public career, an 
opportunity peculiarly favourable for making converts 
to the new religion, as was proved by the result ; for 
" the same day there were added unto them about 
three thousand souls," (Acts, ii. 41.) 

With this abundantly sufficient reason why the 
descent of the Holy Ghost upon the Apostles, and 
the consequent gift imparted to them of the power of 
speaking to every man in his own language (Acts, ii. 
6), should occur on the day of Pentecost, whatever 
might be the day of the week on which the festival 
happened to fall in that year, what need is there to 
look out for any other reason ? Yet such is the rash 
propensity of Sabbatarians to oppose their own fancies 
to the plain meaning of Scripture narrative, that (as 
we have just seen in the quotation from Mr. Gumey's 
** Brief Remarks") they assure us, in language as con- 
fident as though they spoke by inspiration, that by 
the meeting of the Apostles on the day of Pentecost, 
the first day of the week was pointed out " by the 
Divine finger " as the day of Christian worship, and 
that Christ on that day " completed the hallowing of 
the Christian Sabbath." 

* " Some, perhaps, were constantly dwelling there ; but the 
greater part, probably, were drawn thither by the feast of Pen- 
tecost, and that of the Passover, which preceded it." — Bishop 
Peabce, in D'Oyly and Mant's Notes. 
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Great stress is, I am aware, laid on the precise 
words of the historian, " with one accord in one 
place." * This, say the Sabbatarians, implies, that 
the meeting was in a private dwelling, and the 
Apostles could not meet in a private dwelling to cele- 
brate the Feast of Pentecost. Certainly they could 
not : but this point being agreed, we are still left as 
much as ever in the dark as to what their purpose 
was in thus meeting in private, if they really did so; 
for the historian has neither informed us of their 
purpose, nor given us any clue to it, beyond men- 
tioning the fact that they met on the day of the 
Jewish Feast of Pentecost; — a fact which, far fix)m* 
favouring, goes far to oppose, the Sabbatarian asser- 
tion, that the Apostles met on that day to celebrate a 
Christian rite. 

Nor have the Sabbatarians any conclusive groimds 
for inferring, as they do, from the words of the text, 
that the meeting mentioned in it did take place in a 
private room or dwelling. There is high authority, 
and what is better still, there are strong reasons for 
believing that the fact was otherwise. The learned 
Bishop Pearce, upon this question, says : " There is no 
certainty about the place ; but it is probable that the 
Apostles were in the temple, because it was then the 
third hour of the day (v. 15), which was the Jewish 
hour of morning prayer in the temple, as the ninth 
hour was that of the evening prayer there (chap. iii. 1), 



* 'Ex/ TO uxnly in eodem loco (Vulg.) : in the same place. — 
Wakefield. 
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and because it is said, that the Apostles were daily in 
the temple (v. 46), and that Peter and John went up 
to the temple (chap. iii. 1). For these reasons they 
were the more likely to have been in the temple at 
this third hour (an hour of prayer), especially on 
such a solemn festival as the Pentecost was." — 
{Commentary on the Go^els, the Acts, 8fc,, by Zachary 
Pearce, bishop of Rochester, published from his MSS. 
in 1777.*) 

If, then, the place where the Apostles met with 
one accord on the day of Pentecost was the temple, 
and not, as supposed, a private room or dwelling, this 

* To the opinion of Bishop Pearce, that the temple was the 
place of meeting spoken of in Acts, ii. 1, it may, perhaps, he 
objected, that it is afterwards said, " A sound from heaven .... 
filled all the house where they (the Apostles) were sitting." It is, 
however, impossible to believe that this passsige, occurring as it 
does in the very next verse (v. Ji), should have escaped the Bishop's 
notice and consideration. He, therefore, thought it presented no 
material objection. 

In a copy of the received version of the Bible, published in 
1776, with explanatory notes " selected from the works of several 
eminent divines," I find the following note on ver. 2 : — "And it 
filled all the house .... That part of the temple where they were 
sitting." This remark, it will be observed, was made in a work 
published before the Bishop's work was published. 

I cannot but think that the Bishop's interpretation of Acts, 
ii. 1, as to the place of meeting, receives stronger confirmation 
from ver« 46 of the same chapter than he appears to claim from 
it. ("And they continuing daily with one accord in the temple.") 
For we have here the same words, "with one accord," as invar. 1. 
• * With one accord in one place " (or in the same place), seems, 
therefore, to be there used as an equivalent phrase for "with one 
accord in the temple," the phrase used in ver. 46. 
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circumstance would of itself offer a conclusive refuta- 
tion of the Sabbatarian notion that the Apostles met 
on that day " with one accord in one place/' because 
it was the day of the New Sabbath. 

But although the opinion of Bishop Fearce is, for 
the reasons which he has assigned, in the highest 
degree probable, and, therefore, well worthy of notice, 
it is still, T am aware, nothing more than a conjecture. 
I consequently place no over-confident reliance upon 
it, nor have I need so to do; for I had on other 
grounds previously shown, that the inference which 
the Sabbatarians draw from the text in question is 
untenable. 

I have, perhaps, dwelt too long upon this text, 
for a more flimsy conjecture than that which the 
Sabbatarians infer from it in proof of their tenet is 
scarcely to be met with in the annals of disputation. 
Dr. Paley has disdained to have recoiu^e to such a 
mockery of proof. He has passed it by in silence ; 
yet there are, as we have seen, injudicious Sabbatarians, 
who, in conscious weakness, cling to it for assistance. 
They find it, if I may use a simile now somewhat "over- 
worn," * fioating as a straw on the stream of contro- 
versy, and they catch at it in the struggle of despair. 

The three texts which I have now examined 
(John, XX. 19 ; 26 : Acts, ii. 1) confessedly contain all 
the evidence which the Sabbatarians can collect from 



* "Who you are, and what you would, is out of my welkin; I 
might say element; hut the word is overworn." — Shakespeare. 
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Scripture in support of their assertion that Christ gave 
his personal sanction to the observance of the New 
Sabbath, and that, consequently, it must be presumed 
he expressly ordained it, although his command is not 
extant. A case depending on proof so weak should 
require no formal refutation. It ought to be consi- 
dered as failing from its own insufficiency, although 
no counter-proof were brought against it. But, in the 
case before us, the counter-proof has been abundant. 
It has presented itself in every step of the discussion, 
and consisting, as it does, of obvious inferences from 
Scriptural facts, it is more than sufficient to annihilate 
the feeble inferences to which it is opposed. In this 
hght I am persuaded the case would appear to every 
person capable of reasoning upon evidence, if the 
Subject in question were unconnected with religious 
faith and feelings. 



THE TEXT, No. IV. 

" And we [St. Paul and his companions] . . . came unto them 
to Troas in five days ; where we abode seven days. And upon 
the first day of the week, when the disciples came together to 
break bread, Paul preached unto them." — Acts^ xx. 6, 7. 

Not till seven-and-twenty years after the Gospel 
had been proclaimed by the Apostles is there any 
instance recorded of a meeting of Christians upon the 
first day of the week. At length, we find one in the 
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text before us.* But it is a solitary instance ; a very 
remarkable circumstance this, if, in the time of the 
Apostles, it was the constant custom of Christians to 
meet upon that day. But let us see what the Sab- 
batarians have to say of this one meeting. 

The inference which Dr. Paley draws from the text 
I shall state in his own words. As he connects it 
with his comment upon the Texts, Nos. I. and 11., 
I cannot avoid re-transcribing the latter part of that 
comment. " We read (he says), that after eight 
days, that is, on the first day of the week following, 
again the disciples were within; which second meeting 
upon the same day of the week looks like an appoint- 
ment and design to meet on that particular day. In 
the 20^^ chapter of the Acts of the Apostlea we find 
the same custom in a Christian Church at a great 
distance from Jerusalem^ After quoting the above 
text from that chapter, "And we came to them to 
Troas," &c., he adds, " Tlie manner in which the 
historian mentions the disciples coming together to 
break bread on the first day of the weeh^ showSy I 
think, that the practice by this time was familiar and 
established,'' (vol. ii. 87.) This seems, till further 
investigated, to be a fair inference from the text. I 
must observe, however, that Dr. Paley is not justi- 
fied in the use of the expression " the same custom ;" 
for, as yet, he had given no proof that a custom pre- 
viously existed, nor expressed any decided conviction 
of his own that it did exist. All the evidence he had 

* A.D. 60 : Oxford 4to. Bible. 
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offered in proof of it was the meeting of the disciples 
" after eight days," and all that he had ventured to 
assert of that meeting, in connexion with the previous 
meeting, was, that it looked like a design to meet on 
the particular day. But Dr. Paley, we may be very 
sure, would not himself admit that what only looks 
like proof is proof itself. In other respects, Dr. Paley 
states the inference from the text with great fairness, 
and apparently much too feebly to satisfy the more 
zealous advocates in the same cause. Mr. Hughes 
thus amplifies the inference: — He first tells us that, 
in the 16th chapter of the Epistle to the Corin- 
thians, we have the testimony of St. Paul to the cus- 
tom in the Christian Church of assembling together 
on the first day of the week ; and he then adds, " We 
have also that of St. Luke, in the Acts of the Apostles 
(chap. XX. 6), who confirms the opinion, that it was 
customary to meet on that day for the purpose of 
religious worship, for expounding the Scriptures, and 
for breaking of bread, i. e. partaking of the Sacrament 
of the Lord's Supper." — {Letter to G. HigginSy Esq.^ 

p. 27.) 

So extraorciinaiy an exaggeration of the facts 
stated by St. Luke, respecting the meeting of the 
disciples at Troas, could not have been expected from 
a writer so candid and so desirous of accuracy as 
Mr. Hughes appears to be ;* but such a mode of 

* I allude more particularly to his learned note at p. 14, 
wliicb gives proof of much laborious research with a view to 
accuracy, and exhibits a degree of candour rarely to be found in 
controversial writings. 
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dealing with facts, by whomsoever employed, and al- 
though, as probably in this case, proceeding from in- 
considerate haste in throwing off an argument from 
the pen, is very reprehensible. 

That the meeting mentioned in the text was for 
the purpose of reUgious worship, is mere assertion: 
no reference is there made to prayer or any other act 
of worship. 

That it was for the purpose of expounding the 
Scriptures is also mere assertion, there being nothing 
in the text, or in the narrative connected with it, to 
warrant the belief that the disciples met with that 
intention, although, as it happened, that when met, 
St. Paul preached, there can be no doubt that he 
expounded the Scriptures to them. 

That the phrase " breaking of bread " means par- 
taking of the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper, is 
another mere assertion. No proof is given, or au- 
thority cited, in support of it. The words " to break 
bread," in the text before us, are unaccompanied by 
any context which should give them any other than 
their primary meaning, that of taking an ordinary 
meal. For with the Jews the breaking and distri- 
buting of the bread by the master of the house or by 
some eminent person in the company, was a regular 
ceremony at their meals ; so that to " break bread" is 
a very appropriate phrase to signify the taking of the 
usual meal ; and the phrase " meeting to break 
bread," for the same reason, as appropriately describes 
the partaking of a meal in common. 

That the ceremony above-mentioned was customary 
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^th the Jews is, I believe, not doubted ; but it may, 
Nevertheless, be proper that I should quote some 
^vithority for my statement. 

Burder, in his " Oriental Customs" (vol. ii. p. 313, 
Stl edition), refers to the narrative of the Last Sup- 
per, as given in Matthew, xxvi. 26, 27, " And as they 
^^cre eating, Jesus took bread, and blessed it, and 
t^irake it, and gave it to the disciples. . . . And he took 
^lie cup, and gave thanks, and gave it to them." 
^l^he author then extracts from the works of Gill and 
-t^card the following remarks upon this narrative : — 

" 'And as they were eating, Jesus took bread.' 
■^l^hough this supper is distinct from the Passover, and 
caifferent from any ordinary meal, yet there are in it 
Elusions to both and to several Jewish customs. He 
'tiat asked a blessing upon bread used to take it into 
liis hands : this is a stated rule, that all may see that 
^e blesses over it. It was also common with the 
^ews to ask a blessing upon their bread : the form in 
^which they did it was this : — ' Blessed art thou, O 
Xiord our God, the king of the world, that producest 
Tjread out of the earth.' If there were many at table, 
one asked a blessing for the rest. The blessing 
always preceded the breaking of the bread. The 
rules concerning the breaking of the bread are: — 
'The master of the house recites and finishes the 
blessing, and after that he breaks ; he does not break 
a small piece, lest he should seem to be sparing, nor 
a large piece, lest he should be thought to be fa- 
mished ; it is a principal command to break a whole 
loaf.' He that brake the bread put a piece before 
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every one, and the other took it into his hand. . . . 
The Jews blessed and gave thanks for their wine, as 
weU as their food ; they generaUy did it in this form : 
* Blessed art thou, O Lord our God, the king of the 
world, who hast created the fruit of the wine.' " 
(Gill, in loco*) 

" ' Jesus took bread and blessed it.' The person 
of the greatest dignity amongst the Jews always pro- 
nounced the Baraca, or benediction on the bread and 
wine ; for which reason our blessed Lord performed it 
himself, being with his disciples, as their master 
and doctor." (Picard's Reliffiom Ceremonies^ vol. i. 

p. 124.t) 

A passage in the Acts (xxvii. 35), which will be 
presently quoted for another purpose, is obviously 
consistent with the above statements. 

Nothing, therefore, can in itself be more probable, 
than that the breaking of bread should become a 
phrase to signify taking an ordinary meal, and such 
apparently is its meaning wherever it is met with in 

* " Gill." I presume the writer here quoted is John Gill, a 
Divine of the Baptist persuasion. He was bom in 1697. His 
education was limited, owing to. the contracted circumstances of 
his parents ; but by application he became a good classical and 
oriental scholar. His great work is "A Commentary on the 
Scriptures," in 9 vols, folio. He died in 1771. (Watkins's 
Biography.) 

t Picard (Bernard), an engraver, was bom at Paris, in 1673. 
Being a Protestant, he went to Amsterdam, where he was chiefly 
employed by the booksellers. One of his greatest works is 
"An Illustration of the Religious Ceremonies of all Nations." 
(Watkins's Biography.) 
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Scripture. Thus, in the instance of the assembling to 
break bread at Troas, the phrase has no other appa- 
rent meaning ; and that it is the real meaning is the 
more probable from what follows in the narrative, 
whicli goes on to relate, that " as Paul was long 
preaching," Eutychus, one of his auditors, had sunk 
into a deep sleep, and falling from the third loft was 
taken up dead; and that Paul went down and re- 
stored him. The narrative then adds, that when 
Paul " was come up again and had broken bread and 
. eaten, and talked a long while, even till break of day, 
so he departed/' 

No one can seriously believe the meaning of this 
passage to be that St. Paul a second time administered 
or partook of the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper. It 
obviously imports nothing more than that, exhausted 
by fatigue, he took some further refreshment ; yet here 
again occurs the phrase of breaking bread. 

There is another instance of the use of this phrase 
in the Acts of the Apostles, to which scarcely any 
other than the simple meaning can be assigned; I 
allude to chapter ii. ver. 46, where it is said of the 
new converts ; — " And they continuing daily with one 
accord in the temple, and breaking bread from house 
to house, did eat their meat with gladness and sin- 
gleness of heart." In confirmation of the opinion 
that this could be nothing more than taking their 
daily meal together, it is to be recollected that in the 
verse next but one preceding we had been told that 
" all that believed were together, and had all things 
common." Hence we see why they should take 
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their principal meal together one day in one house, 
the next day in another, and so on in succession ; and 
that such was the fact the historian appears to tell us, 
when he speaks of them as *' breaking bread from 
house to house." 

A very remarkable instance of the use of the 
phrase in question, and where manifestly it can have 
no other signification than that of taking ordinary 
refreshment, occurs in the very interesting narrative 
given by St. Luke of St. Paul's shipwreck on his 
voyage to Rome. It does not appear that St. Paul 
was accompanied by any of the former companions of 
his travels besides St. Luke, the vmter of the nar- 
rative, so that of the whole crew and passengers (two 
hundred and seventy-six in number : Acts, xxvii. 37), 
they were the only Christians.* A storm came on 
during the voyage ; " But when the fourteenth night 
was come, as we were driven up and down in Adria, 
about midnight the shipmen deemed that they drew 
near to some country; .... then fearing lest they 
should have fallen upon rocks, they cast four anchors 
out of the stem, and wished for the day ; . . . . and 
while the day was coming on, Paul besought them all 
to take meat, saying, This day is the fourteenth day 
that ye have tarried, and continued fasting, having 
taken nothing; wherefore I pray you to take some 
meat ; for this is for your health : . . . . and when he 
had thus spoken, he took bread, and gave thanks 

* There, perhaps, might be some unconverted Jews on board; 
but if so, on a question relating to the Lord's Supper, they may 
fairly be numbered with the Heathens. 
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to God in presence of them all ; and when he had 
broken it he began to eat (v. 35). Then were they 
all of good cheer, and they also took some meat." 
(Acts, xxvii. 27-36.) 

That the phrase " breaking of bread," in the nar- 
rative relating to the meeting at Troas, had, in Dr. 
Paley's opinion, no reference whatever to the Sacra- 
ment of the Lord's Supper, is clear; for could he 
conscientiously have given this sense to it in the 
passage contained in the text, it would most essen- 
tially have served him in the argument which he 
builds upon that text. 

Dr. Heylyn also considered the breaking of bread 
at Troas to have been a common meal. In remarking 
upon the text in the Acts (ii. 46), " And they, con- 
tinuing daily with one accord in the temple, and 
breaking bread from house to house, did eat their 
meat with gladness and singleness of heart," Dr. 
Heylyn says, this " plainly must be meant of ordinary 
and common meats ;" and when remarking on the 
breaking of bread at Troas, he says, that among the 
ancients St. Chrysostom regarded it as an ordinary 
supper; and he quotes a passage as from St. Chry- 
sostom in support of that assertion. I must confess, 
however, that I have looked in vain through the works 
of that Father for this passage. Nevertheless, I there 
find satisfactory inferential evidence that St. Chry- 
sostom must have been of the opinion attributed to 
him. For in his tenth Homily, which is entitled 
"An Exhortation to those who scruple to go to the 
Evening Meeting after the Evening Meal" (jpost cibum 
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sumptum, — literally, after food taken), St. Chrysos- 
tom refers to the text in the Acte, which mentions 
Paul's preaching at Troas, and the use that he makes 
of his reference in connexion with his argument in 
the Homily, implies that, in his opinion, St. Paul's 
auditors had, in meeting to break bread, met to take 
their usual evening meal. 

We may, therefore, very safely conclude from the 
instances here adduced of the phrase " breaking bread" 
(and they are all taken from St. Luke himseK, the 
narrator of the occurrences at Troas), that, except 
where the context . shows that a different meaning is 
intended, the Scripture sense of the phrase is inva- 
riably that of taking an ordinary meal, and, conse- 
quently, the meeting at Troas "to break bread" 
cannot justly be interpreted to mean, as Mr. Hughes 
asserts it does, a meeting for the purpose of partaking 
of the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper.* 

* " Breaking of bread " — *' that is," says Mr. Hughes, " par- 
taking of the Sacrament of the Lord s Supper." 

This bold and positive assertion, that such is the meaning of 
the phrase, provokes remark upon the previous question, whether, 
in point of fact, Christ did institute the rite which we now call 
" the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper." 

Few persons are aware (because few inquire into the subject) 
how little reason there is for believing that he did. 

The proof consists of certain words spoken by him at his 
Last Supper with his disciples. The kind of proof is, no doubt, 
the best possible ; the only question is. Did the words so spoken 
contain, or imply, a command to Christians in sifter ages to 
observe the rite of the Lord's Supper? Let us see what the 
words were. 

But previously let me be allowed to express my sincere con- 
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Yet breaking bread is the only expression in the 
text which affords even a pretence for saying that the 
meeting at Troas was specially for a reUgious pur- 
pose. No mention is made of prayer or thanksgiving. 

viction that a rite commemorative of the Last Supper of our 
Lord with his disciples, if the observance of it be free from 
superstitious practices, and if no superstitious doctrines be at- 
tached to it, is eminently calculated to serve and promote the 
true interests of religion and Christian piety. 

With respect, then, to the words spoken by Christ at the Last 
Supper, and which are supposed to have commanded the ob- 
servance of this rite, they are, of course, to be looked for in the 
narratives which the Evangelists have given of that memorable 
occurrence. 

St. Matthew, who was present at the supper, tells us that, on 
giving the bread to the disciples, Jesus said, " Take, eat : this is 
my body :" and that, in giving the cup, he said, " Drink ye all of 
it, for this is my blood of the New Testament, which is shed for 
many for the remission of sins : but I say unto you, I will not 
drink henceforth of this fruit of the vine, until that day when I 
drink it new with you in my Father's kingdom." 

St Mark, who was not present, adopts the account given by 
St. Matthew, and the words which he says Jesus used are the 
same as those mentioned by St. Matthew, with some variations, 
too slight to be worthy of notice. 

St. Luke, who also was not present, gives a somewhat dif- 
ferent accoimt of the distribution of the bread and wine, and of 
what Jesus said ; yet in nothing materially different, except that 
in stating what Jesus said, St. Luke represents him to have 
added the words, " This do in remembrance of me." 

These words may have been intended as nothing more than 
a solemn injunction to the disciples to do then what he had 
commanded, as being an act which was likely to impress upon 
their minds a lively recollection of their last supper toge- 
ther, when he should have suffered (Luke, xxii. 15) and be no 

G 
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Mention is, indeed, made of St. Paul's preaching ; but 
that St. Paul, who was accustomed to preach on every 
day of the week, when opportunity offered, should 
take this opportunity of preaching on the first day of 

longer with them. This, however, is not the sense usually attri- 
buted to the words in question. They are much more generally 
supposed to imply a command from Christ, that the act should 
be repeated eSter his death. If the latter be the true sense, it is 
certainly not a little remarkable, and indeed unaccountable, that 
words of such high import should have been omitted by St. Mat- 
thew, who was an ear-witness of all that passed, which St. Luke 
was not. 

But what says St. John, the beloved disciple, who leaned o; 
the bosom of Jesus during the supper, and must have heard am 
treasured up every syllable that fell from his lips? It 
(comparatively speaking) little signify what St. Luke says as 
the institution of " the Lord's Supper," as he was not present a*^ 
the Last Supper. What says St. John ? Not one word ! 

What, then, are we to conclude from this unexpected silen 
of St. John on a subject now considered to be of such vas 
moment? St. John, who wrote his Gospel to supply the d 
ficiencies of the three other Gospels ? Unquestionably we ma^- 
conclude this, that the three other Evangelists had already toL 
all that could be told as to what Jesus said. 

Hence the evidence of a command by Christ to observe th 
Sacrament of the Lord's Supper rests entirely on the wor< 
attributed to him by Matthew, Mark, and Luke. What is 
sum of their evidence ? Had we only the testimony of Matthe v^^i^ ^^» 
and of Mark, who copies him, no one would have the hardihoo^^ ^ 
to maintain, that the words spoken by Christ are a commanc^ ^» 
which was to be obeyed by any except those to whom it w^^*b^ 
immediately addressed, or that the act commanded to be donm^e 
was ever to be repeated even by them; and if we take in ^o 
account St. Luke's addition to that command (" This do ^n 
remembrance of me"); and if we assume that this was an 





TEXT, NO. IV. 83 

th^ week, can yield no proof that the design of the 
^*^ciples at Troas, in meeting to take a meal in 
^mmon on the first day of the week, was also to 
Perform some act of religious worship. 

'• Auction to repeat the act after the death of Christ, still this 
^^dition to the previous command was also obviously confined to 
^llose only to whom it was immediately addressed. Not the 
^lightest indication anywhere appears that the act commanded 
^as to become a practice with other persons and in after ages. 

I am aware of what St. John, in the 6th chapter of his 
Oospel, informs us was said by Christ respecting " the bread of 
life," the ** eating of the flesh," and the " drinking of his blood." 
-All this, however, was said by him, not at the Last Supper, nor in 
Jerusalem ; it was said by him when teaching in a synagogue at 
C/apemaum a year before ; and, moreover, in what he there said 
-y/ve find no command, nor any expressions used, which can imply 
CL command to institute and observe a religious rite. 

I am also aware of certain passages in the 11th chapter of 
St. Paul'8 first Epistle to the Corinthians, which shew that in 
the church of Corinth a practice prevailed of breaking bread and 
drinking wine in commemoration of what Christ had said to 
his disciples at the Last Supper ; and further, that St. Paul testi- 
fies himself to the words found in St. Luke's Gospel, '* This do 
in remembrance of me;" and what is rather remarkable, he 
testifies also (v. 25 and 26) to words of grave importance spoken 
by Christ on taking the cup, which are not related by St. Luke 
or ajxy other of the Evangelists. 

Whether the 6th chapter of St. John's Gospel and the 
passages above referred to in St. Paul's Epistle can be deemed 
sufficient to supply the manifest deficiency of three of the Gospel 
narratives of the Last Supper, and the total silence of St. John 
as to the institution of the Sacrament, in his Gospel narrative of 
that supper, is a question which I do not feel it to be necessary 
to discuss. I have said enough to show (and this was my only 
object), that those who contend with Mr. Hughes that the dis- 
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In a certain restricted sense it must have been a 
religious meeting, although St. Paul had not preached, 
for such meetings would serve to cement the bonds of 
religious fellowship between the disciples ; and at 
such meetings they would naturally discourse at times 
on the subject of their common religion ; but this is a 
perfectly distinct view of their object in meeting from 
that which would represent them as meeting for the 
purpose of public worship, or the performance of any 
other religious rite. 

Moreover, the meeting at Troas, to be of any value 
to the Sabbatarian cause, must be proved to have 



ciples at Troas met on the first day of the week for the purpose 
of religiously ohserving the day, should he cautious of asserting, 
as evidence of that fact, that " to hreak hread " means to take 
the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper ; lest, in contending for this 
far-fetched meaning of a very simple phrase, they should excite 
inquiry into the origin of the rite itself. This inquiry they 
would, no doubt, profess to court rather than to avoid. Never- 
theless, it might occur to them on reflection, as possible — just 
possible — that such of their readers as should, for the first time 
in their lives, enter upon the inquiry (and especially if, in their 
simplicity, they should trust to their Bible, instead of bewildering 
themselves with the glosses of Doctors in Divinity), might, upon 
the question, whether Christ instituted the rite, come to an 
opinion the very reverse of that which, almost from their cradle, 
they had been taught and made to believe. 

The very respectable Christian sect called Quakers do not 
observe this rite. Hence Mr. Gumey, a leading member of that 
community, is obliged, in his " Brief Remarks," to make what he 
can of the text relating to the meeting at Troas, without con- 
tending that it must have been a religious meeting, because, " to 
break bread," was to partake of the Lord's Supper. 
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taken* place on the first day of the week, became it 
was the first day of the week. If they met for that 
reason, then, indeed, it might be very fair to argue 
that, inasmuch as the Christians in after times did 
meet statedly on the first day of the week for the 
purposes of rehgion, so did the disciples at Troas on 
the occasion in question. 

This, as I have before intimated, is the use which 
Dr. Paley endeavours to make of the text relating to 
the meeting of the disciples at Troas (the Text, No. 
IV.). He is too candid to assert that the text itself 
aflFords any evidence whatever that the disciples met 
on the first day of the week, because it was then a 
day statedly appropriated to purposes of religion, but 
he thinks that it affords an inference of its being the 
custom of the Christians at Troas to meet on that 
particular day for some purpose or other ; and, conse- 
quently, that a custom which thus prevailed among 
Christians in a place so remote as Troas in Mysia, 
may be inferred to have become at that time esta- 
blished throughout the whole of the then Christian 
world. 

This is all that Dr. Paley attempts to make of 
Text, No. IV., but the fact which he thinks he esta- 
blishes by it, he uses as a step to a further advance 
in his argument, as will be seen when we come to 
state his remarks upon the Text, No. V. In the 
meantime we have only to consider what he says of 
Text, No. IV., which, although I have before qfuoted 
it (p. 72), I shall, for the sake of convenience, again 
place before the reader. His words are these, "In 
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the 20th chapter of the Acts of the Apostles we 
find the same custom* in a Christian Church at a 
great distance from Jerusalem" (v. 6, 7). "The 
manner in which the historian mentions the disciples 
coming together to break bread on the first day of 
the week shows, I think, that the practice by this 
time was famiUar and established." 

It is obvious that Dr. Paley has no other reason 
to urge for this opinion than the manner in which 
the historian has related the occurrence. Now I shall 
presently shew, that had the historian intended to 
speak of a custom, his manner in expressing himself 
would, in all human probabihty, have been exceed- 
ingly different ; and if so. Dr. Paley's inference firom 
manner in the present instance would necessarily be 
erroneous. 

Yet beyond this probably erroneous inference 
from the Text, No. IV., there is no evidence in ex- 
istence that the disciples at Troas were accustomed to 
meet statedly on the first day of the week for any 
purpose whatever. It might be their custom, to meet 
daily to break bread, as we are assured was the case 
with the first converts at Jerusalem ; of them it 
is said in the passage already quoted firom the Acts 
(p. 77), " And they continuing daily with one accord 
in the temple, and breaking of bread fi*om house to 
house," &c. What the actual fact was, in this re- 
spect, with the disciples at Troas, we can never know, 

* ** The same custom." No custom had been previously 
proved. See remarks in p. 72. 



J 



TEXT, NO. IV. 87 

but if they did meet daily during the stay of St. Paul 

in Troas, it may well be supposed that he joined in 

their company occasionally, perhaps every day, and 

preached to them ; and yet it might be that nothing 

occurred at those previous meetings which it was 

material for the historian to record. Not so of the 

meeting on the day in question. There happened at 

that meeting, in the evening of that day, an accident 

which gave occasion to the performance of a miracle, 

that of restoring a dead man to life (Acts, xx. 9, 10).* 

But why, it may be asked, should the historian, in 

relating the fact of the disciples assembUng to break 

* If my remark that there might be no occurrence at any 
previous meeting at Troas worth recording, should be retorted 
upon me, and it should be said, that the like want of incident 
might account for St. Luke not mentioning any meeting on the 
first day of the week besides that which he has mentioned as 
having taken place at Troas, I should reply that the cases are 
not parallel. St. Luke might well be supposed to omit the 
notice of more than one preaching of St. Paul during his seven 
days' abode at Troas, although there had been several ; but it is 
next to impossible to suppose that he should not in the whole 
Course of his history of the Acts of the Apostles, comprising a 
period of thirty years, mention more than one meeting of Christ- 
ians on the first day of the week, if they were accustomed to 
xneet statedly on that day, and for purposes of religion, whether 
ciny remarkable occurrence happened at the meeting or not. 

Besides, there can be no doubt but that very many of the 
events which he does record in his history must have happened 
on a first day of the week, although he takes no notice of the 
fact. One instance of the kind it so happens, thank§ to the 
ingenious discovery of the Sabbatarians before referred to, can 
be pointed out, viz. the meeting of the Apostles on the day of 
Pentecost recorded in Acts, ii. 1. 



88 SUNDAY AS A PRATER DAT. 

bread, inform us it was on the first day of the week 
that they met ? The conjecture I might hazard in 
reply might not be conclusive, but it does not thence 
follow that the answer of the Sabbatarians would be 
the true one. Their answer is^ that the historian, 
either incidentally or designedly, mentions a custom 
at Troas to meet on the first day of the week for 
reUgious purposes ; but to assert that such was the 
custom, as it is not attempted to be proved by any other 
evidence than the text itself, is begging the question. 
Their answer is, therefore, merely a conjecture. 

If then I can oppose the conjecture of the Sab- 
batarians by one equally or more probable, mine may 
fairly be considered to neutralise the other, and 
thereby destroy the proof attempted to be drawn 
from the text in discussion. 

Now it seems to me that the narrative, of which 
the relation of the transactions at Troas forms a part, 
does furnish a conjecture on the subject, which is at 
least as likely to be well founded as that of the Sab- 
batarians. St. Luke, who is imiversally beUeved to 
be the author of the book of the Acts, was, we are to 
recollect, the companion of St. Paul, whose travels are 
there related. It is not unreasonable to suppose that 
(to use a modem phrase) St. Luke kept a journal of 
what occurred in the course of those travels, and that 
he should note some particulars in that journal not 
absolutely essential to the narrative afterwards com- 
posed from it, but which he has nevertheless trans- 
ferred to that narrative. For instance, he there tells 
us that in five days they reached Troas, and stayed 



TEXT, NO. IV. 89 

there seven. But if he had said, TVe reached Troas in 
ti few days, and stayed there several days, the mere 
IK^rposes of lUto-y Jould have been as 4 a»s.e,ed 
«is they are now by the mention of the precise number 
of days which the Voyage and the stay at Troas occu- 
pied. For what can it signify to the Christian to 
know whether it took five days or ten to perform the 
voyage, or whether the abode at Troas was for seven 
days or seventeen? So when the historian in the 
very same sentence goes on to state, that, " upon the 
first day of the week, when the disciples came to- 
gether to break bread, Paul preached unto them," why 
should we not attribute the mention here made of the 
day of the week to that same love of accuracy and 
particularity of detail which is apparent throughout 
the whole narrative, instead of presuming to conjec- 
ture that St. Luke had a purpose in mentioning the 
day, of which purpose he himself gives us no intima- 
tion ? The particulars of dates and times, although 
of little importance in themselves, it was natural he 
should note from day to day, as the events occurred ; 
and it was as natural that, without any special purpose, 
he should transfer some of these unessential particu- 
lars firom his notes to the more regular narrative 
which he afterwards compiled fi*om them. Such 
minute particulars enUven the narrative, and, what is 
still more valuable, they serve to authenticate its 
truth, since they give strong assurance that the nar- 
rator was himself an eye and ear witness of what he 
relates. 
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Such is my conjecture why the historian notices 
that it was on the first day of the week that the dis- 
ciples at Troas met together to break bread, and that 
Paul preached to them — a conjecture which will appear 
the more probable upon an attentive perusal of the 
whole of the passage, of which the text forms a part. 
It is as follows : " And we sailed away fi*om Philippi 
after the days of unleavened bread, and came unto 
them to Troas in five days, where we abode seven, 
days. And upon the first day of the week, when the 
disciples came together to break bread, Paul preached 
unto them, ready to depart on the morrow." Here 
we have, in crowded succession, an enumeration of 
times and dates, which seem all of them to be in- 
tended to refer to the movenjents of St. Paul in his 
travels, and to nothing else ; and such, I make no 
doubt, would be the interpretation which all readers 
would put upon the above passage, were it not that 
Sabbatarians come to the perusal of it previously dis- 
posed and desirous to discover in it some proof or in- 
timation of the prevalence of a custom at that time 
for Christians to meet statedly on the first day of the 
week. 

But my case does not rest here. I can further 
weaken the conjecture of my opponents, and thereby 
proportionably strengthen my own. I shall shew it to 
be in the highest degree probable, that, if St. Luke 
had here intended to notice a custom he would have 
been more expUcit, and not have left it to be inferred. 
This he would have been the more careful to do, since 
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the allied custom was of sach importance in a reli- 
gions point of view as to be peculiarly deserving of 
his notice. 

St. Luke, we are to keep in mind, was the author of 

the Gospel which bears his name, as well as of the book 

of the Acts. In both he is remarkable for noticing 

compliances with custom. In the 1st chapter of his 

Gospel he says of Zacharias (v. 9), "According to 

the custom of the priest's office his lot was to bum 

incense." In ch. ii. v. 27, "And when the parents 

brought in the child Jesus, to do for him after the 

custom of the law." In the same chapter, v. 42, 

" And when he was twelve years old they went up to 

Jerusalem, after the custom of the feast." In the 4th 

chapter, verse 16, " And he came to Nazareth, where 

he had been brought up ; and, as his custom was, he 

went into the synagogue on the Sabbath-day." In 

chap. xxii. ver. 39, " And he came out and went, as 

he was wont, to the Mount of Olives." In chap, xxiii. 

V. 56, " And they returned and prepared spices and 

ointments, and rested the Sabbath-day, according to 

the commandment." 

In the book of the Acts, St. Luke says in chap. 
xvi. v. 13, " And on the Sabbath we went out of the 
city by a river side, where prayer was wont to be 
made;" and in the 17th chapter of the Acts, v. 1, 2, 
he says of St. Paul and his companions, " They came 
to Thessalonica, where was a synagogue of the Jews ; 
and Paul, as his manner was, went in unto them." 

From these numerous instances we see, that St. 
Luke was in the practice of noticing compliances with 
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customs — a practice peculiar to him, no other of the 
Evangelists having adopted it.* The mannerism of 
authors is often found to be an excellent criterion by 
which to judge of their meaning, when it is not so 
expressed as to be clearly apparent. Interpreting the 
text relating to the meeting at Troas by this criterion, 
scarcely a doubt can remain, but that if a custom 
existed at Troas to meet statedly on the first day of 
the week, the manner in which the historian would 
have mentioned the meeting of the disciples recorded 
in the text would have been to say of it that it was 
according to their custom, and the text would, pro- 
bably, in conformity vrith St. Luke's own mode of 
expressing himself, have read thus, — " And when the 
disciples came together to break bread upon the first 
day of the week, as their custom was, Paul preached 
unto them/' 

If, moreover, we again advert to the striking fact 
that St. Luke, in writing the book of the Acts, which 
comprises a history of the first thirty years of the 
Christian Church, should mention one instance only 
of a meeting of Christians on the first day of the 
week, and that he should mention that one meeting 
without any intimation of its being the result of a 
custom then prevailing, it seems difficult to imagine 
how any unprejudiced inquirer into the true interpret- 
ation of Scripture narrative can find any proof in the 
text in question, that when St. Paul and St. Luke 

* St. John is an exception, in so fax as he alludes, which he 
does twice, to national customs (ii. 6 ; xix. 40). 
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Visited Troas, the custom among Christians of meeting 
^r rehgious pmposes, on the first day of the week, 
*^ *was by this time familiar and estabUshed." 

Yet this Text, No. IV., relating to the meeting at 
^ITroas, is the stronghold of the Sabbatarian cause, in 
"fihe opinion of Dr. Paley and other moderate Sabba- 
i;arians ; and, indeed, it ought to be considered so by 
all Sabbatmans, and for this reason — that whatever 
allusion other texts may be supposed to contain to 
the alleged custom of Christians in the time of the 
Apostles to meet on the first day of the week, this is 
the only text in all Scripture which expressly men- 
tions their having actually met together on that 
day.* 

Here I intended to conclude my remarks on the 
proof which the Sabbatarians attempt to deduce fi*om 
the meeting of the disciples at Troas, related in the 
7th verse of the 20th chapter of the Acts ; but it 
occurred to me, that before proceeding to the ex- 
amination of the remaining Sabbatarian proofs it 

* It is unnecessary, and would be improper, that I should 

except from this remark the texts in St. John's Gospel relating 

t» the meetings of the disciples of Christ in the evening after 

Ids resurrection, and again in eight days. For I have shown, 

^wben examining those texts, that they afford no sufl&cient proof 

of the meetings therein mentioned having taken place on the 

first day of the week, and no proof whatever of those meetings 

having been held with the design of manifesting a religious 

regard to the day of the week on which they were held; the 

context, moreover, supplying indisputable proof that the first 

meeting (and by irresistible inference the second also) could not 

possibly have been held with any such design. 
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might be well to refer to Griesbach's Greek edition 
of the New Testament, in order to ascertain if it 
agreed with our received text in the reading of the 
above verse from the Acts. To my surprise I found 
an essential difference therein; and so confident is 
this great German critic of his reading being correct, 
that he gives it a place in his text, and throws the 
received reading into his notes. Instead of aw- 
fiyfjbivojv tSv ybadrfl-uv rov xKdtrai agrov (" the disciples 
being come together to break bread"), his text has 
avvnyyiAvuv fiyi^v xkourai agrov* (" we being come to- 
gether to break bread"). 

As I do not know in what light the learned look 
upon this emendation, I do not regret having, pre- 
viously to my becoming acquainted with it, completed 
my remarks on the text as it stands in our ordinary 
copies ; since it is possible the emendation may not be 
universally, assented to. For myself, I think it likely to 
give the true reading, first, because I trust in the high 
reputation which Griesbach has attained for diligence, 
fideUty, and critical skill in his collation of ancient 
manuscripts ; and, secondly, without knowing what 
may have been Griesbach's reasons for his emenda- 
tion, I think it most probable, for a reason which I 
shall presently state, that it was the received reading 
at the latter end of the fourth century. However 
this may be, as I have already repUed to the Sab- 
batarian argument as to the meeting at Troas, on the 
supposition that the commonly received text contains 

* London ed. 1840. Published by Whitaker, after the 
Leipsic editions of 1805 and 1835. 
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*^e trae reading, I have now only to consider how 
txxeir argument and my reply to it stand affected by 
*'i^e text as amended by Griesbach. 

It cannot, I apprehend, be denied, that my reply 
"^ot only sustains no detriment, but, on the contrary, 
^ceives very effective support from the emendation, 
specially in the most important point, namely, the 
^^ention made of the first day of the week, which 
^ow is clearly shown to be, as I conjectured it might 
^e, referable more particularly to the movements of 
St. Paul. But whilst to my reply the emendation is 
thus favourable, to the argument of the Sabbatarians 
it is fatal. The meeting of the disciples on the first 
day of the week, we are to recollect, was put forward 
in that argument as a just and valid reason for be- 
Ueving that a custom among Christians to meet on 
that day was then " famiUar and established." It 
was argued : if the disciples at Troas are found meet- 
ing on that particular day, it must have been their 
custom so to meet ; if the custom of Christians 
dwelling at so remote a distance from Jerusalem as 
Troas in Mysia, it must have been the custom of all 
Christians at that time. But we have now no know- 
ledge, or reason for believing, that the disciples at 
Troas did meet on the first day of the week (as hi- 
therto supposed), neither, therefore, for anything we 
now know, was it their custom to meet on that day, 
nor, consequently, the custom of any other Christian 
community at that time. 

No : if the Sabbatarians still contest the Sabbath 
question on the battle-field presented by the text 



96 8r>'DAT AS A PBATEB DAT. 

relating to Troas, they nmst take up a new position ; 
and this, doubtless, they will do : they will scarcely 
fail to remark, perhaps even with an air of triumph, 
that if not the disciples, it is St. Paul himseK and his 
companions, who are recorded to have met tc^ther to 
breidL bread on the first day of the week ; and that if 
this was the custom of St. Paul, it carries far greater 
weight than would a like custom discovered among 
disciples at Troas, or elsewhere. Still I incline to 
believe, that the Sabbatarians would much prefer their 
JDrmer argument to this. It is, for a reason which I 
am about to state, so Uttle credible that St. Paul, of 
all men, should be found to be an observer of days, 
that the aigument of the Sabbatarians upon the text, 
as it stands in our ordinary copies, must, I should 
think, appear to them to be the safer of the two : for 
there is nothing incredible in itself, that the disciples 
at Troas should be obseners of the alleged custom of 
meeting upon the first day of the week ; nor, if that 
were the case, is there anything improbable in the 
inference drawn from it, that the custom had by that 
time become general among Christians. But in the 
new \ievf of the question, which Griesbach's emenda- 
tion presents, the Sabbatarians have to contend that 
it was St. Paul's custom to assemble with others upon 
the first day of the week. Now the only evidence we 
have upon this point, besides the text itself, are St. 
Paul's own writings, and most assuredly they prove the 
very reverse, and this both positively and negatively, — 
positively, by his express disavowal in those writings 
of all regard to days and seasons ; and negatively, by 
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his never once making mention in them (voluminous 
as they are) of any meeting of Christians upon tlic 
first day of the week ; nor, consequently, of his having 
been present himself at any meeting upon that day. 
In regard to the evidence of his own practice afforded 
by the text itself, the emendation makes it more mar- 
vellous than ever, that St. Luke should not notice it 
to be a custom among Christians to meet statedly on 
the first day of the week, if it had been St. Paul's 
practice to assemble with others upon that particular 
day. As the companion of his travels, St. Luke must 
in such case have witnessed St. Paul's observance of 
the custom " fi*om week to week ,' and yet he docs 
not relate a single instance, save that in the text, of 
St. Paul assembling with others upon the first day 
of the week ; nor does he state that he then assembled 
with others for any religious purpose. All that he 
says is, that they met together " to break bread," 
which, it has been clearly shown, could mean nothing 
else, in this instance of the use of that phrase, than to 
take their usual meal. Had the meeting in the text 
been in observance of a reUgious custom, it is in the 
llighest degree probable that St. Luke, who tells us 
(Acts, xvii. 1, 2), that at Thessalonica, where there 
\iras a synagogue of the Jews, Paul, " as his manner 
V^as, went in unto them," would have said, when speak- 
ing of the meeting at Troas, that Paul assembled with 
iiis companions on the first day of the week, " as his 
manner was." 

I have stated (p. 94) that, although ignorant of 
the reasons given by Griesbach for his emendation of 

H 
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the text relating to Troas, I was myself aware of one 
which rendered the correctness of the emendation 
probable. It is this : From the Latin version of the 
New Testament by Jerome, in a.d. 384 (usually 
called the Vulgate), it appears that in his time the 
reading in the Greek copies then extant must have 
been exactly the same as that in Griesbach*s edition, 
for the Latin version of it is as follows : " Una autem 
Sabbati, cum convenissemus ad frangendum panem, 
Paulus disputabat cum eis, profecturus in crastinum." 
(Now, on the first day of the week, when we had 
come together to break bread, Paul disputed with 
them,* being about to depart on the morrow.) 

This reading (" we had come together") receives 
some further confirmation from the passage relating to 
this text which, as I have mentioned in page 79, 
Heylyn quotes as from St. Chrysostom, but which I 
then forbore from copying, because I could not find it 
in the works of that Father. I shall now, however, 

* ** Disputed with them." So the Vulgate, literally trans- 
lated ; but the original, which is the same both in the common 
Greek text and in Griesbach's (><iAey«r« ccvrcli), is generally trans- 
lated, as in our Bible, " preached unto them." In some transla- 
tions it is rendered "discoursed with them" ("was discoursing 
with them :" Wakefield) ; and as the Latin verb disputare sig- 
nifies to discourse as well as to dispute, it is on the whole pro- 
bable, that to discourse is a more correct rendering of the original 
Greek than to preach. The question, however, seems to be of no 
essential importance ; for, whether St. Paul preached to or dis- 
coursed with the disciples, his object would be the same, — to 
instruct them in the truths of the Gospel, and in their duties as 
Christians. 

It is remarkable, that the text as amended by Griesbach, and 
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copy it ; because, whoever was the writer, we may 
justly infer from it, that in his time the text was in 
the form which Griesbach gives as the genuine text. 
Dr. Heylyn, after noticing the phrase, " to break 
bread,'' in this text, adds, " which some conclude to be 
administering the sacrament of the Lord's Supper, 
and Paul's discourse which followed on it to be a 
sennon. But sure I am that St. Chrysostom tells us 
plainly otherwise, who relates it thus : ' Their meeting 
at that time (saith he) was not especially to receive 
instruction from St. Paul, but to eat bread with him ; 
and there, upon occasion given, he discoursed unto 
thena. See' (saith the Father) ' how they all made bold 
with St. Paul's table, as it had been common to them 
an.'" 

Although Dr. Heylyn is, as I believe, mistaken in 
quoting this passage as from the works of St. Chry- 
sostom, it is impossible to doubt of his having met 
with it in a work of some ancient ecclesiastical writer.* 



as it appears to have stood in the time of Jerome, is defective in 
pomt of construction, (** On the first day of the week, we heing 
come together to break bread, Paul preached to them.") The 
substantive to which " them " refers is nowhere expressed, but 
^e substantive ** disciples " is, no doubt, to be understood. 

It appears not improbable that this defect in the construction 
of the sentence gave occasion to the text being altered to the 
form in which we find it in the ordinary copies. Some copyist, 
perliaps, perceiving the defect, took upon himself to introduce 
the word ficchrSf (disciples) in the first part of the text ; thereby 
correcting the grammar and falsifying the fact. 

* I have taken some pains to discover the work from which 
the quotation is made, but without success. 
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We have, therefore, the testimony of that writer iO 
two important facts : first, that in the writer's opinioflf 
" to break bread" meant, in the instance occurring in 
the text, to take an ordinary meal — an opinion pro- 
bably universal in his time, since he speaks of it as 
though no one would think of disputing it. And, 
secondly, that this text relating to the meeting at 
Troas. as now corrected, is the very same which this 
ancient vniter must have had before him when he 
made the above-cited comment upon it ; for no such 
comment could be made upon the text as it now 
stands in our copies. 

In concluding these observations upon Griesbach's 
emendation of the text now under discussion (the 
Text, No. IV.), I must request the reader to bear in 
mind, in the first place, that it is an emendation which 
destroys in toto Dr. Paley's argument from that text 
(namely, that the custom of the disciples at Troas is 
evidence that the Uke custom was then general among 
Christians) ; and in the next place, that if, because the 
emendation shifts the question as to the practice of 
observing the first day of the week from the disciples 
to St. Paul, it be now argued from the cdrrected text 
that St. Paul was in the practice of observing that 
day, my reply is, that this is an argument which can 
be completely refuted out of the writings of St. Paul 
himself. Those writings, as I have already stated, 
and shall hereafter* prove, bear witness that St. Paul 
practised no such observance. 

- . * 

* See Chapters V. and VI. 
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Thus the fourth m order, and the most formidable 
in appearance of the whole array of Sabbatarian proofs 
from the Christian Scriptures, has, by the correction of 
an error in the ordinary reading of the text, become 
non-effective, like the three other texts which preceded 
it. Even if the correction be disputed (which I am 
not aware it is, or can be), I have conclusively shown 
that the Sabbatarian argument drawn from the text, 
as it previously stood, estabhshes no proof whatever of 
a custom among Christians to observe the first day of 
the week, and, consequently, whichever be the true 
reading of Text, No. IV. it is in either case valueless 
to the Sabbatarian cause. 



THE TEXT, No. V. 

"Now, concerning the collection for the saints, as I have given 
order to the churches of Galatia, even so do ye. Upon the 
first day of the week, let every one of you lay hy him in store 
as God hath prospered him, that there be no gatherings when 
I come." — 1 Cor. xvi. 1,2. 

Here, say the Sabbatarians, we have the testimony 
of St. Paul himself to the custom of Christians in his 
time to assemble on the first day of the week for pur- 
poses of rehgion. Strange that a text, which says 
nothing of any meeting for any purpose, should be 
brought to prove a custom to meet for purposes of 
religion ! Yet such is the Sabbatarian inference from 
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this text. "Paul," sajs Mr. Guraey (p. 77), "com- 
mands collections to be made at Corinth upon the first 
day of the week ; ... it is obvious that this particular 
day was fixed for these subscriptions, because the re- 
gular meetings of the Church would afibrd the oppor- 
tunity of their being easily gathered. Accordingly 
we find from Justin Martyr, that after the congre- 
gational worship of the early Christians on the Lord's 
day, money was always collected for the benefit of the 
poor." For this information from Justin Martyr 
Mr. Gumey refers to Apol. i. cap. 67. 

Now, the date of Justin's First Apology, Mr. Gur- 
ney tells us (p. 83), is a.d. 147, which is a century 
after St. Paul wrote his Epistle to the Corinthians. 
The custom in Justin's time, therefore, is little to the 
purpose to prove a custom in St. Paul's time. Hence, 
instead of saying, " Congregational worship of the 
Christians in Justin's time," which would have been 
the more accurate and honest way of stating the fact, 
Mr. Gumey very ingeniously employs the less definite 
phrase of " Congregational worship of the early 
Christians," and of course those of his readers (and 
they are the majority) who are little acquainted with 
historical dates are thus induced to believe that the 
Christians of each period (Justin's and St. Paul's) 
were nearly contemporaries. Again, by telling his 
readers, on the authority of Justin, what was done 
on "the Lord's day," Mr. Gurney gives them the 
impression that Justin, in speaking of the first day of 
the week, calls it "the Lord's day;" when the truth 
is, that Justin never once in all his writings calls it by 
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'•ixat name. Instances of these Kttle arts of oratory 
■ie scattered in considerable profusion throughout Mr. 
Goimey's work. I shall notice others, when the occa- 
Bxon appears to require it. The task would be too 
onerous to point out every instance. I do not, indeed, 
jxrofess to be writing an answer to his work. I avail 
lyself of it, as I have said before, chiefly for the pur- 
of stating, on his authority, the tenets and argu- 
ments of the Sabbatarians. 

But to return to the consideration of the text. 
If it be strange to infer from it a custom to meet, 
although no meeting is mentioned in it, it seems still 
xnore strange, still more inconsistent, to infer from it, 
as Mr. Gumey and other Sabbatarians do, that a direc- 
tion to lay by alms at home means, that those alms 
should be given at church. Mr. Hughes, in his reply 
to the " Horae Sabbaticae," goes a step beyond mere 
inference. When adverting to the direction to the 
CJorinthians, he represents St. Paul as actually ad- 
vising them to " bring in " their contributions. He 
says (p. 27), " That the custom of assembhng together 
on this day (the first of the week) continued thence- 
forth in the church, wre have the testimony of St. Paul ; 
who, in the 16th chapter of his Epistle to the Corin- 
thians, advises each person to bring in his offering, or 
alms, on the first day of the week." The phrase 
** bring in " would certainly accord most harmoniously 
with the notion of a collection made in the church ; 
but the original phrase is incapable of being thus 
translated. Mr. Hughes, I am aware, is, strictly 
speaking, not giving a translation of it ; but in giving 
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what he states to be its purport, he misrepresents, and 
in effect therefore mistranslates it. Not that I impute 
to him any designed misrepresentation : far from it. 
The general tone of his reply to Mr. Higgins is so 
candid, that it would be extremely unjust to suspect 
that the actual misrepresentation can be owing to any 
other cause than inadvertence, and, apparently, a 
hasty, off-hand habit of writing. Strongly and sin- 
cerely prepossessed with the beUef that the contribu- 
tions were offered in the church, he has Tised an ex- 
pression well suited to that beUef, but also well suited 
(though such was not his intention) to impose a gross 
error upon his readers, as to the true meaning of a 
Scripture phrase. 

The translation in our common Bibles is just to 
the original : " Let every one of you lay by him in 
store." A still more literal translation of the word in 
the original, dmuv^i^uv (treasuring up), would render it 
still more apparent that each contributor was to make 
the accumulation himself, and not to hand it over from 
week to week to any other person. 

In the Latin Vulgate this interpretation is equally 
clear : " Per unam Sabbati unusquisque vestrum apud 
se seponat, recondens quod," &c. (Let every one of 
you set apart at his own house, hoarding whatso- 
ever, &c.) 

The Geneva Bible (ed. 1588) thus translates the 
passage : " C'est que chaque premier jour de la se- 
maine, chacun de vous mette a part par devers soi, 
assemblant ce qu'il pourra." 

It would be useless to pursue this inquiry. It is im- 
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?cissible {or any one to maintam thai the original Greek, 
^«tg' iavrS nferat, can be constmed, " bring in." Xever- 
t^ieless, as in consequence of the misrepresentations, 
Accidental or otherwise, which have been given of the 
tme purport of the original phrase, a very general im- 
})ression prevails that the Sabbatarians are right in 
the conclusion which thev draw firom the text in which 
it occurs, it may not be unprofitable to consider what 
St. Paul there says to the Corinthians, in connexion 
with what he afterwards savs to them, when he re- 
snmes the subject in his second epistle, which he 
wrote to them in the following year.* 

* " The following year."* Some uncertaintT prerails as to the 
dates of St. Paul's epistles, but it does not afifect this statement, 
for it is generally agreed that St. Paul must have written the 
Second Epistle to the Corinthians about a year, or perhaps a 
year and a half, after his first. 

As, however, the dates of the Epistles of St. Paul will become 
of importance on some points discussed hereafter, it may be as 
-well to state at once, that I follow the dates assigned by Dr. 
Lardner, and approved by Bishop Tomline, as being probably 
more correct than the dates assigned by the Chronological Index 
irhich is appended to the quarto edition of the Oxford Bible, and 
was compiled by Bishop Lloyd, who died in 1717. The follow- 
ing statement shows the dates assigned to such of the Epistles as 
I now have, or shall hereafter have, occasion to refer to. I take 
Bishop Tomline's dates from D'Oyly and Mant's edition of the 
Bible :— 

Dr. Lardner, Oxford Bible, 

Bp. Tomline. Bp. Lloyd. 

' Dr. Lardner says, near) 
.the end of 52, or the 
beginning of 53 

1 Corinthians 56 60 

2 Corinthians 57 60 

Romans 58 60 

Colossians 62 63 



Galatians 



52 58 
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Being at Ephesus, and intending to go to Jenisa- 
lem, but first to pass thiongh Macedonia and Aduoa 
(Acts, xix. 21), St. Paul wrote to the Corinthians 
that he designed to come to them, and might possibfy 
pass the following winter with them (1 Cor. xvL 5, 6) ; 
but he afterwards changed his plan, and deferred his 
visit tiU the ensuing year. In the meantime, being in 
Macedonia, he wrote to them his second ^istle, and, 
as appears from chapter ix. v. 2., this epistle was 
written more than a twelvemonth after the first. As 
he was very desirous to send, or carry with him, to 
Jerusalem, a sum of money for the relief of the pocnr 
brethren in that city, he in his first epistle exhorts the 
Corinthians, in the words of the text, to contribute to 
this object. '^ Upon the first day of the week let 
every one of you," &c., adding, " And when I come, 
whomsoever you shall approve by your letters, them 
will I send to bring your liberality unto Jerusalem ; 
and if it be meet that I go also, they shall go with- 
me/'* In his second epistle he renews his exhortation, 
to them ; he first endeavours to excite emulation in 
them by setting forth, in the strongest terms c^ 
praise, the spontaneous liberality of the Macedonians. 
He then mentions his intention of sending Titus to 
them, that as Titus had begun, so he would finish in 
them the same grace also (ch. viii. 1-6). He next 
says, " And herein I give my advice ; for this is expe- 

* Wakefield, instead of " And if it be meet," &c., renders thia 
passage, " But if it be worthy of my going also, they shall go 
with me." And he observes in a note, " There is a delicate ex- 
hortation to their generosity in the original, which was lost in 
our translation." 
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dient far tqk. v&d iixn hesna. S^:k. a^ «a£r w> ^ 
hat abo to be ferwd » vor j^tx X>9ir^ aereftx^*^ 

to wJD 90 tkar osar be » pajcxsocxe a!ko ^ t. 1i\ 
11). He jftnwjtik repeacs k2> isffioAka oC $iesii£3^ 
TitDs, and abo odbos of ife l»«fannu and add^ 
" Wherefixe dkov Te to ihm. ard iKfoie ibe diuidiess 
the fwoof of Toar knne. and of oar Iwdgdiur co jvi«ir 
bdiaUL" The last tofac is thus lesumed and enbneed 
i^on in the next chapter: ^For as loochmg the 
nunisteiing to the saints, it is sapoflaoos for me to 
write to toq; for I know the Cnrwaidness ctf TOiir 
mind, for wfaidi I boast of too to them of Mac^mia^ 
that Aduda was readr a rear aso : and vonr leal hath 
provoked veir many. Yet have I sent the biethn:3)» 
lest om* boastinff of joa should be in Tain in this 
behalf; that, as I said, ye may be ready : 1e$t haply^ 
if they of Macedonia come with me, and find yi>u 
miprepared, we (that we say not you) should be 
ashamed in this same confident boasting. Therefore 
I thought it necessary to exhort the brethren, that they 
would go before unto you, and make up beforehand 
your bounty, whereof ye had notice befon\ tluU the 
same might be ready as a matter of boxmty and not 
of covetousness."* 

Through the remainder of the chapter, St, Paul 
is most urgent with them to give libonUly, •* not 
grudgingly, or of necessity, for Gk)d loveth a cheer- 
fol giver; 
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* " Not as an unreasonable extortion." — Wakepikld. 
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Now it seems to be next to impossible for any 
person to read the foregoing extracts fix)m St. Paul's 
Second Epistle to the Corinthians, without coming 
to the conclusion, that when he wrote that epistle 
he was, notwithstandmg his comphment to their 
forwardness and zeal, in great uncertainty as to the 
actual amount of the alms which they had pre- 
pared for him, and was also in considerable appre- 
hension that it was far less than he had at one time 
expected. But if the plan which he had recom- 
mended and enjoined to them was to bring in their 
contributions to the congregation of the church, he 
could be in no doubt as to the amount of those con- 
tributions, for the oflBcers receiving them could, and 
as a matter of course would, have informed hiTn of it. 
That they had to some extent the opportunity is be- 
yond all question, because Titus, who had been stay- 
ing at Corinth when the Corinthians were first ex- 
horted to contribute, had joined St. Paul in Mace- 
donia before he wrote the second epistle (2 Cor. 
vii. 6). If we were to suppose St. Paul to have 
known the amount, we should naturally expect to 
find in that epistle some remark upon it as being 
either hberal or scanty, instead of which he hints to 
them his apprehension that it might be not such as 
he would have reason to boast of in the way he had. 
This would be quite consistent with the supposition 
that Titus had made some inquiry among the dis- 
ciples before he came away, and found that there was 
but httle to expect from them, and that its amount, 
whatever it might be, could not be ascertained with 
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exactness. That St. Paul's apprehension of its insuf- 
ficiency, from whatever cause he entertained it, was 
great, is evident from . his not venturing to trust en- 
tirely to a second written exhortation to them, earnest 
and eloquent as it was ; but on the contrary sending 
with his epistle some approved brethren to stir up 
their benevolence by personal application, lest all his 
previous boasting of them to the Macedonians should 
prove vain, and put him, as well as them, to shame. 

What grounds St. Paul had for thus boasting of 
them it does not appear, but he might well presume 
that the exhortation in his first epistle would not be 
disregarded ; indeed, it is most probable it was not. 
On the contrary, we may justly imagine that the dis- 
ciples, in consequence, began immediately and with 
much willingness to lay by something in store every 
week, and that St. Paul may have received information 
to that efiect ; and if these weekly " somethings" had 
been paid over to persons bearing office in the church, 
the collection would have been so far both certain in 
amount and safe in custody. But if, as was the fact, 
the weekly savings were to be hoarded up in private, 
not only is it probable that after a time they were in 
most families discontinued, but it might also happen 
that, when the Corinthians found that St. Paul was 
not coming to them so soon as he had promised, the 
poor-box would, in some families, be occasionally re- 
sorted to, and its contents partly, and in some in- 
stances wholly, withdrawn, and applied to their other 
and more pressing emergencies. 

Thus, in any view of the case, it undeniably ap- 
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pears that St. Paul, in his first epistle, directed and 
intended that the Corinthians should lay by and not 
bring in their weekly ofierings ; and it is only by a 
perversion of the true meaning of the text on this 
point, that the text can be adduced in proof of the 
Christians of that period having been accustomed to 
meet on the first day of the week. It may, indeed, 
be said, that both Mr. Hughes and Mr. Gumey con- 
sider this to be a fact already proved by texts pre- 
viously adduced ; they do so, but they also (Mr. Gur- 
ney impUedly, and Mr. Hughes expressly) quote this 
text as in itself an independent proof of the custom to 
meet : Mr. Gumey, by arguing that it was the prac- 
tice to make collections at the regular meetings of the 
Church ; and Mr. Hughes, by emphatically declaring 
that, for the custom of the Church to assemble on the 
first day of the week, we have in this text the testi- 
mony of St. Paul himself. 

Dr. Paley steers clear of aU attempts to overstate 
and pervert the meaning of the text. Far from as- 
serting, or insinuating, that the direction to " lay by" 
contributions on the first day of the week proves a 
custom to assemble on that day, and for the purpose 
of religiously observing it, he is content to say of this 
text that it affords a probable proof that the day was 
distinguished by some rehgious application or other. 
He does not contend, as Mr. Hughes, and Mr. Gur- 
ney, and other Sabbatarians do, that the text from 
Corinthians is an independent proof of a custom to 
observe the first day of the week by assembUng upon 
it for the purpose of public worship. He, no doubt, 
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however, does intend to infer from this Text, No. V., 
in conjunction with the Text, No. IV., probable evidence 
of a custom to meet statedly on the first day of the 
week, and for purposes of reUgion. The drift of his 
argument is this : " I think the text relating to Troas 
shows a custom to meet on that day, and the other 
text renders it probable that such meetings were for 
some religious purpose." His own words regarding 
the former text I have before quoted (at p. 72). 
What he says of the direction to the Corinthians in the 
latter text is this: "Which direction afibrds a pro- 
bable proof that the first day of the week was already 
amongst the Christians, both of Corinth and Galatia, 
distinguished from the rest by some religious applica- 
tion or other," (vol. ii. 88.) 

How striking is the contrast between the cautious 
language of Dr. Paley in drawing his inferences and 
the language employed by Mr. Hughes and Mr. Gur- 
ney in drawing their inferences from the same texts ! 

Although, however, all attempts to convert St. 
Paul's direction to the Corinthians into an inde- 
pendent proof of a custom to assemble on the first 
day of the week for some purpose of religion, have 
been shown to fail, the Sabbatarians may still ask. 
What other reason could St. Paul have for naming the 
first day of the week ? A probable conjecture is aU 
the answer that can be given to such a question. In- 
tending to recommend periodical savings, St. Paul, we 
may readily believe, would feel certain they would 
never be regularly made unless he named some par- 
ticular day. What day could be more conveniently 
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chosen than the first of each week ? Yet had that 
day then attained a sacred pre-eminence over all the 
other days of the week, how extraordinary would it be 
if St. Paul, in recommending it for a purpose of 
charity, had not at the same time made some allusion 
to the estimation and reverence in which it was held ! 
Let us but reflect a httle, and we shall not fail to 
perceive the fine topic it would have afforded to the 
fervid eloquence of St. Paul, if, in naming the first 
day of the week, he could have appealed to it as a day 
then rehgiously observed and held sacred among 
Christians. Anxious, deeply anxious, as he was to 
excite the benevolence of the Corinthians, who that is 
acquainted vdth his writings can beheve that he would 
not, if the naming of that day gave him the oppor- 
tunity, have represented to them in that glowing and 
impassioned style of oratory in which no one ever sur- 
passed him, how truly they would commemorate and 
sanctify the day of their Redeemer's resurrection by 
the performance of an act of Christian charity to the 
poor brethren in Jerusalem upon every weekly recur- 
rence of that holy day ? That St. Paul should neglect 
this opportunity, if it really offered itself, of appealing 
to the religious feelings of the Corinthians in aid of 
his appeal to their benevolent feeUngs is an improba- 
bility, which ought of itself to produce conviction in 
the mind of every unprejudiced person, that when St. 
Paul named the first day of the week for laying by 
charitable contributions from the Christians of Corinth 
to the Christians of Jerusalem, he knew it not as a 
day that was more holy than any other. 
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One more remark, and it is this : In looking to 

the speeches of St. Paul recorded in the book of the 

Acts, and to his own voluminous writings, we find 

this text from the Epistle to the Corinthians to be the 

only instance of his making mention of the first day of 

the week ; and in this one instance we cannot but be 

sensible with what cold indifference he names a day 

which it is now pretended was, in the estimation of 

the Corinthians, and in his own, a day of the week 

set apart from the rest for the performance of solemn 

offices of religion in commemoration of the resurrection 

of Christ ! 

What, then, are the fair inferences to be drawn 
from a strict examination of the text from the Cb- 
rinthians ? Most assuredly these : — 

First, — That the text yields no proof of a custom 
among Christians to meet on the first day of the week, 
but, on the contrary, affords strong presumptive proof 
that no such custom existed. 

Secondly, — That if the custom to meet were other- 
wise proved, which it is not, the text yields no proof 
that this day was (as Dr. Paley argues) distinguished 
by the Corinthians and Galatians from the rest " by 
Some reUgious application or other ;" but, on the con- 
trary, affords strong presumptive proof that it had no 
religious character belonging to it which was peculiar 
to the day. 

On the first point, it is incontestable that the text 
affords no direct proof of a custom to meet on the 
first day of the week, for it does not say one word 
about any meeting upon that day ; and as to inferen- 

I 
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tial proof, the direction to the Corinthians to treasure 
up their contributions at home furnishes, besides the 
other reasons here given, a most powerful argument 
against the alleged custom. What says Mr. Gumey 
when he attempts to argue from this direction in 
favour of the existence of the custom ? He remarks 
(as we have seen) that " it is obvious that this par- 
ticular day (the first of the week) was fixed for 
these subscriptions, because the regular meetings of 
the Church would afford the opportunity of their 
being easily gathered." But as it is an indisputable 
fact that St. Paul directed the subscriptions to be laid 
by at home, Mr. Gurney's remark upon the text leads 
to a conclusion the very reverse of that which he 
draws fi*om it. For as the subscriptions would have 
been, as he truly says, more easily gathered at the 
regular meetings of the Church, and as St. Paul does 
not avail himself of that advantageous mode of col- 
lecting the subscriptions, the inference seems irre- 
sistible that no weekly meetings of the Church were 
at that time held. 

On the second point, that, supposing the custom 
of meeting on the first day of the week to have been 
proved, the text " affords a probable proof" that that 
day was " distinguished from the rest by some re- 
ligious application or other;" it is certain that the 
text contains no actual proof that such was the fact ; 
and in regard to probable proof, it points directly the 
other way : for " the manner " in which St. Paul 
mentions the first day of the week in his direction to 
the Corinthians, as also the very circumstance of his 
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selecting that particular day for the object he had in 
view, are, for the reasons here given, most assuredly 
probable proof, if not positive proof, that the first day 
of the week had not then attained to any religious 
distinction above the rest. 

But, in truth, the question, whether the first day 
of the week was or was not appUed to some religious 
purpose, cannot properly be raised upon the text from 
CJorinthians, unless the custom of Christians to meet 
on that day be previously proved; which it is not from 
that text, and cannot be from any other: for the 
Sabbatarians,, we know, have but Six Texts to produce 
relating to the Sabbath controversy ; and all of these, 
except the sixth, have now been examined, and shown 
to have failed in proving the alleged custom to meet : 
and in regard to the sixth text, whatever it may prove 
in relation to the period to which it refers (a.d. 95 
and 96 or 97), it can prove nothing as to the custom of 
Christians at the time when St. Paul wrote his Epistle 
to the Corinthians forty years before. 

So firm, indeed, is my conviction, that the text 
fix)m the Corinthians is entirely anti-Sabbatarian in 
its character, that I tender this very text (the Text, 
No. V.) in evidence, as affording, for the various 
reasons here assigned, decisive inferential proof that, 
in the time of the Apostle Paul, the first day of the 
week was not observed by the Christian Church either 
as a Sabbath day or as a Prayer day. 
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THE TEXT, No. VI. 
** I was in the Spirit on the Lord's day." — Rev. i. 10. 

This passage, in a book ascribed to St. John the 
Apostle, contains, it is said, a satisfactory proof that, 
at the time when St. John wrote it (a.d. 95 and 96 or 
97*), the first day of the week had obtained the name 
of the Lord's day ; "which name, and St. John's use of 
it (says Dr. Paley), sufficiently denote the appropriation 
of this day to the service of religion, and that this 
appropriation was perfectly known to the churches of 
Asia." 

Even Heylyn, the able opponent of the Sabbata- 
rian " Novelty," two hundred years ago, admits the 
text from the Revelation as proof that this appropri- 
ation of the day had become general in the Christian 
Church. In speaking of the first century of the 
Christian era, he says, the first day of the week 
" began to grow into some credit towards the ending 

of this age It came in time to be entituled xur 

s^^X^^, the Lord's day, which attribute is first found in 
the Revelation writ by St. John about the year 94 
of our Saviour's birth." 

But Heylyn is on this point no authority. He 
could not avoid putting this interpretation on the text 



* Lardner's "Credibility," vi. 638. The Chronology ap- 
pended to the 4to. edition of the Bible says ad. 96. 
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• 

^ the Revelation, for in his time imphcit credit was 
Siven to an ancient writing attributed to one of the 
*^ others, who was contemporary with St. John, in 
^hich the phrase of the " Lord's day " is fully recog- 
^^ed in its modem sense : but this ancient document 
^^ now universally acknowledged to be spurious.* 

If, however, the Sabbatarians would admit that 
^ie observance of Simday for the purposes of religion 
towards the close of the first century is all that is 
Jiroved by this text, I should have no desire to object 
to their proof; for I am sincerely convinced of the 
\itility of such a practice in keeping up among us a 
due and an awakening sense of our religious, moral, 
and social duties. But to admit that the text proves 
no earher origin of the practice would not satisfy the 
Sabbatarians. It would be to admit, so far as the 
question depends upon this text, that Sunday ob- 
servance, however useful and expedient, was not in- 
stituted by Divine authority. They contend, there- 
fore, that the text not only proves the observance of 
the Christian Sabbath towards the close of the first 
century, but that it also proves retrospectively, by 
corroborating the proofs from the five preceding texts, 
that the Christian Sabbath had been observed from 
the very day when Christianity first dawned upon the 
world, the day on which Christ rose from the dead, 
— the Lord's day. 

Let us then examine, first, what may be the in- 



* It is one of the interpolated epistles of Ignatius. It will 
be more particularly noticed hereafter. 
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trinsic value of the text in reference to the Sabbath 
question ; and in the next place, whether, whatever 
may be its intrinsic value, it can be looked upon as 
any corroboration of the proof said to be deduced 
jfrom the five preceding texts. 

It is certain that, from the time when the Book of 
the Revelation first appeared, there were conflicting 
opinions in the Church, whether or not it was vmtten 
by St. John. Dr. Lardner has collected these opi- 
nions in his " Credibility,'' and examined them with 
his usual candour. It would seem from that exa- 
mination, that the weight of authority is in favour of 
the opinion that it is a genuine work of St. John the 
Apostle. Dr. Lardner is, upon the whole, of that 
opinion himself; yet it is surprising what a numerous 
list he gives of ancient Christian communities and 
ecclesiastical writers who were of an opposite opinion. 
It is too long to copy ; but I cannot omit noticing, on 
the authority of this list, that the Book of the Reve- 
lation was not received by Dionysius, bishop of Alex- 
andria, A.D. 247 ; nor by Chrysostom, one of the most 
eminent Fathers of the Church (bishop of Constanti- 
nople, A.D. 398); nor, probably, by Theodoret, bishop 
of Cyrus (about a.d. 423); and that it was wanting in 
the Canon of the Council of Laodicea, held in the 
fourth century (a.d. 363). (Lardner, vol. iii. 104; 
vi. 13 ; V. 195 ; iv. 309.) And further, that Eusebius, 
the most celebrated of ecclesiastical historians, doubted 
if it was properly ascribed to St. John. " In the time 
of Eusebius," says Dr. Lardner, which was " in the 
former part of the fourth century, it was not received 



\ 
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ty all ; and, therefore, it is reckoned by him among 
contradicted books. Nevertheless, it was generally 
received. Eusebius himself seems to have hesitated 
about it, for he says, ' It is likely that the Revelation 
was seen by John the Elder, if not by John the 
Apostle.' " (Lardner, vol. vi. 629.) " It may be 
reckoned probable (Dr. Lardner adds) that the cri- 
tical argument of Dionysius of Alexandria was of 
great weight with him, and others of that time." Dr. 
Lardner states that argument from Eusebius ; it is of 
great length, too long to be copied here, and I shall 
therefore advert to two only of the objections raised 
by Dionysius against the genuineness of the Revela- 
tion as a work by St. John, much regretting, however, 
to be obhged to take such brief notice of the argument 
of Dionysius, as I am sensible I am doing injustice to 
my own argument by not giving that of Dionysius 
entire.* 

One of the two objections is, that "throughout 
the Gospel and Epistle (of St. John) it is easy to 
observe one and the same character; but the Reve- 
lation is quite diflferent and foreign from those, without 
any afl&nity or resemblance, not having so much as a 
syllable in common with them." (Lardner, iii. 107.) 
The other objection relates to the style. " It is easy 
(says Dionysius) to observe the difference of the style 
of the Gospel and the Epistle from that of the Reve- 

* It occurs in the 26th chapter of the 7th book of Eusebius 's 
History. A translation of that history by Dr. Cruse, an American 
episcopal divine, has been recently republished in England (by 
Bagsters, London, 1847). 
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lation ; for they (the Gospel and Epistle) are not only 
written correctly, according to the propriety of the 
Greek tongue, but are most elegant in diction in the 
arguments, and the whole structure of the style." 
(Lardner, iii. 107 ; and Cruse, 311.) Dionysius, after 
adverting to the gifts of knowledge and eloquence 
which the Lord had bestowed upon St. John, adds, 
" As to the other (the writer of the Revelation), I do 
not perceive in him an accurate skill in the Greek 
tongue : on the contrary, I observe in him barbarisms 
and some solecisms, which it is not necessary I should 
now show particularly ; for I do not write by way of 
ridicule; let no one think so: I only intended to 
represent, after a critical manner, the difference of 
these pieces.*'* (Lardner, iii. 108.) 

The learned among the moderns not being agreed 
in their criticisms respecting the style of the Revela- 
tion, Dr. Lardner declines offering any opinion of his 
own upon that point ; but on the other point, the dif- 
ferent character of the Revelation from that of the 
Gospel and Epistle of St. John, he in the exercise of 
his habitual candour says, " I must acknowledge that 
the Revelation, when compared with the Apostle's 
unquestioned writings, has an unlikeness not easy to 
be accounted for." (Lardner, iii. 1 30.) 

Such grave doubts having been entertained by 

* ** Dionysius was a man illustrious for his learning, . . . 
and of undissembled humility and modesty, and of great sim- 
plicity. . . . He has the title of Great given him by Eusebius, 
Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, and other ancient writers." — ^Labdner, 
iii. 99. 
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learned. and orthodox Christians in the early ages of 

the Church upon the question, whether St. John was 

the writer of the Book of the Revelation, it will be 

no sufficient answer to those doubts to say, that the 

book is now included in our own canon of the New 

Testament Scriptures ; for since in those times it was 

not certain by whom the book was written, no synod 

or council of the Church holden at any subsequent 

period could have authority to settle definitively what 

would be the true solution of that question. It is a 

question of fact, and is still as much as ever open to 

discussion. 

In any other respect than that of authorship, the 
genuineness of the Book of the Revelation cannot be 
disputed. Its high antiquity, and the esteem in which 
it was held by many among the early Christians, give 
it a fair claim to credence upon any matter of fact, 
which is probable in itself, and clearly stated ; as, for 
instance, that at the date of the book there were 
Christian Churches in seven of the principal cities of 
Asia ; but the alleged fact of the religious observance 
of the first day of the week at that date, whether pro- 
bable or not in itself, is not clearly stated : it is not 
stated at all. The first day of the week is not men- 
tioned, either in the text quoted (i. 10) or in any 
other part of the book ; nor is there anywhere in it 
any clear allusion made to a custom among Christians 
of observing any one day in the week more than 
another, ^et all Sabbatarians assume, even the 
logical Paley assumes, that the phrase of " the Lord's 
day*' is intended by the writer to refer to the first day 
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of the week, and to the reUgious observance of it. 
None of the Fathers of the Church, as I believe, and 
certainly none of the most ancient of them, attribute 
that intention to the vvrriter; and the prevalent dis- 
position in our times to assume that he had that inten- 
tion, seems to arise solely from the fact, that habit has 
famiUarised us to the use of the phrase as a name for 
the first day of the week ; and, in consequence, most 
persons come to the perusal of the Book of the Reve- 
lation so strongly impressed vrith the modem mean- 
ing of the phrase, as to be thereby completely pre- 
vented from reflecting and exercising their judgment 
upon the question, what might be that of the writer, 
who it is in the highest degree probable had some 
other and very different meaning, — a meaning which, 
like the Book itself, is and ever has been a mystery. 

It is true that the phrase of " the Lord's day" 
is very appropriate to the first day of the week, that 
being the day of the week on which the great event of 
the Resurrection occurred : but may not that very cir- 
cumstance, the peculiar fitness of the phrase, have led 
to the adoption of it from the Book of the Revelation 
in after times, when the custom of religiously observ- 
ing the first day of the week had become fully esta- 
blished? The conjecture receives no inconsiderable 
support from the fact that the phrase is not to be met 
with in any writing, scriptural or non-scriptural, of a 
date prior to that of the Revelation, nor in any writing 
for more than seventy years after that data 

We know that the first day of the week is never 
called the Lord's day in any book of Scripture, except 
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it be in that of the Revelation ; and as to non-scrip- 
tural writings of a date prior to that book, there are 
but two now extant relating to the Christian Church. 
They are an epistle of Clement, bishop of Rome, and 
an epistle ascribed to Barnabas, the companion of 
St. Paul. 

The epistle of Clement is to the Corinthians. Dr. 
Lardner is of opinion it was written about a.d. 96. 
Others think it was written much earUer. It is very 
long, yet it makes no mention of the Lord's day, nor 
any allusion to the reUgious observance of the first day 
of the week ; and this is the more remarkable, as, in 
one part of the epistle, Clement treats of reUgious rites 
and services. 

The epistle of Barnabas is supposed by Dr. Lard- 
ner to have been written in the year 71 or 72. It is 
referred to by Sabbatarians as evidence, that the first 
day of the week was reUgiously observed at the time 
when it was written. It will on that accoimt claim 
attention hereafter. AU that I need to remark upon 
it at present is this, that even if the writer does allude 
to the first day of the week, and the religious observ- 
ance of it, he does not call it the Lord's day. 

As to the extant works of Christian authors, who 
wrote within seventy years after the date of the Book 
of the Revelation, they are, as appears from Lardner's 
'^ CredibiUty,"— 

1. "The Shepherd" of Hermas, a long and very 
interesting allegory, written about a.d. 100. 

2. The Epistles of Ignatius, written about a.d. 
107. 
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3. An epistle of Polycarp, about a.d. 108. 

4. A fragment of the works of Papias, about 
A.D. 116. 

And 5. The works of Justin Martyr, and in par- 
ticular his first " Apology," written about a.d. 140. 

In these ancient writings the phrase of " the Lord's 
day" never once occurs. There is, however, a passage 
in an epistle of Ignatius which the Sabbatarians trans- 
late " hving according to the Lord's day." That they 
are not justified in so translating it, I shall be able to 
show most satisfactorily hereafter, when I shall have a 
more convenient opportunity of discussing the ques- 
tion. I shall content myself in the meantime with 
asserting, that the phrase of " the Lord's day" does 
not occur in any genuine epistle of Ignatius. 

That it should not be foimd in Hermas, Polycarp, 
or Papias, is not surprising, since they make no men- 
tion of, or allusion to the day, to which the phrase in 
the Revelation is supposed to refer ; nor, of course, to 
any religious observance of that day. The same re- 
mark, however, cannot be applied to Justin Martyr, 
who not only speaks of the day, but gives a very par- 
ticular account of the manner in which it was reU- 
giously observed by Christians ; yet he does not call it 
" the Lord's day." His accoimt is contained in his 
celebrated apology for Christianity above referred to, 
and which was addressed to the Emperor Antoninus 
Pius. Instead of there calling it " the Lord's-day," he 
calls it " the day of the sun" (Sun-day). Mr. Hughes is 
of opinion (p. 40) that he adopted the name common 
to Pagans, SiKtov ^[Ji^igocv, when writing to a Roman em- 
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peror, in order that he might be clearly understood ; 
yet there seems to be no reason why he should refrain 
from caUing it also by the new name which Christians 
had given to it, if that new name had grown into 
general use in his time. On the contrary, it would be 
tut reasonable to suppose in such case, that, in relating 
in what manner the day was observed, he would have 
spoken of it to the emperor as " the day called the 
day of the sun, but which we Christians, from venera- 
tion of the day on which our Lord rose from the 
dead, more usually call the Lord's day." He was not 
the more likely to displease the emperor on that ac- 
count ; for if the emperor were not oflFended by being 
told (as he was in effect) that he was a worshipper of 
false gods, neither would he be so by being told that 
the Christians had, on occasions connected with their 
religion, ceased to call the day of the sun by that 
heathen name. 

Again : Mr. Hughes remarks that Justin, in argu- 
ing with Trypho the Jew, conforms in like manner to 
the Jewish phrase for the day, calling it unam Sab- 
bati (the first day of the week). Still it appears to 
toe, that in any argument with a Jew nothing can well 
be imagined more appropriate or more natural than 
for Justin to have said, " the day which you Jews still 
call unam Sabbati, but which we Christians, in honour 
of our Divine Master, now call the Lord's day." As, 
however, he omits all mention of the latter appellation 
in his dialogue with Trypho, it seems but a fair in- 
ference that it was either altogether unknown to 
Justin Martyr, or that it had not in his time become 
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generally adopted. Certain it is that, from whatever 
cause, the name of" the Lord's day" is not to be fomid 
in the writings of Justin, although he is particular in 
describing the manner in which that day was then 
observed by the Christian Church. 

In whatever way the Sabbatarians may attempt to 
account for the fact, that the appellation of " the Lord's 
day" is nowhere noticed by Justin Martyr, it is enough 
for me now to say that such is the fact ; my present 
purpose being only to produce evidence that the 
phrase is not to be found in any writing of a date 
within seventy years after that of the Book of the 
Revelation. 

Nor is it to be met with till we come to the time 
when Dionysius was bishop of Corinth, about a.d. 
170, which is seventy-four years after the supposed 
date of the Book of Revelation. In an epistle of his 
(of uncertain date, but after he was bishop) written to 
the Christians at Rome, and addressed to Soter, their 
then bishop, Dionysius says, " To-day we have passed 
the Lord's holy day, xvgtocx^v &yioLv ^(jbigocv, in which we 
have read your (Soter 's) epistle." — (Euseb. Eccles. 
Hist, book iv. c. 23.) 

This is not exactly the phrase used in the Revela- 
tion, Dionysius having added the epithet holy; but 
his letter is, nevertheless, satisfactory evidence that 
the phrase of " the Lord's day," first met with in the 
Revelation, had by this time become generally adopted, 
since it is certain it must have been then in use both 
at Rome and at Corinth. 

Mr. Gumey, indeed, states that there is an in- 
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stance of the use of the phrase in Irenaeus, a.d. 167, 
three years earUer than the time (a.d. 170) when 
Dionysius became bishop of Corinth. But although 
so slight a diflference in the dates would not affect my 
argument, I. felt such distrust of Mr. Gumey's state- 
ment, from the way in which he quotes his authority 
for it, that I determined to sift its accuracy, which I 
have accordingly done. 

Mr. Gumey, in speaking of the Christians of the 
second century, says, " Irenaeus, bishop of Lyons, 
A.D. 167, expressly asserts that the Lord's day was 
their Sabbath. ' On the Lord's day, every one of us 
Christians keeps the Sabbath, meditating on the law, 
and rejoicing in the works of God.' " In a note, Mr. 
Gumey adds, as his authority, " Quoted by Dwight, 
' Theology,' vol. iv. p. 26." 

Who is Dwight ? and why should Mr. Gumey in 
this case, and, as I beUeve, in this case only, quote one 
of the Fathers at second-hand ? For Mr. Gumey, it 
is evident from his " Brief Remarks," is well versed 
in the original writings of the Fathers ; and if so, he 
ought not to rely on any person but himself for faithful 
quotations from them.* 

* It appears from the obituary in the " Gentleman's 
Magazine" for Msirch 1847, that Mr. Gumey studied at Oxford, 
and that, although a Quaker, he had a thoroughly modem-ortho- 
dox Church -of- England education, which may in some degree 
account for his anti-" Barclay Apology" opinions on the question 
of the Sabbath. ** When his education ceased to be conducted at 
home, it was intrusted to the Rev. J. H. Browne, a clergyman in 
Hingham .... and it was subsequently matured at Oxford, 
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Now I find, by a biographical memoir prefixed to 
Dwight's " Theology/' that the author, Dr. Dwight, 
was a minister of the Gospel in America, and president 
of a college there ; and that he was born in 1752, and 
died in 1817. He had the misfortune to be afficted 
with a disorder in his eyes from the early age of 
twenty-three, " a calamity (says his biographer) by 
which he was deprived of the capacity for reading and 

study During the greater part of forty years, 

he was not able to read fifteen minutes in the twenty- 
four hours ; and often, for days and weeks together, 
the pain which he endured in that part of the head 
immediately behind the eyes amounted to anguish. 
.... The knowledge which he gained from books 
after the period above mentioned [by which the editor 
must mean his age of twenty-three] was almost ex- 
clusively at second-hand, by the aid of others (pp. 

84, 85) Having been driven by necessity to 

pursue his many avocations without the use of his 
eyes, his memory, naturally strong, acquired a power 
of retention unusual and surprising. It was not the 
power of recollecting words, or dates, or numbers of 

where he had an excellent private tutor in the Rev. John Rogers." 
He acquired " an extensive acquaintance with the Hebrew and 
Syriac languages, as well as with classics, mathematics, and ge- 
neral science. Attached, even in early life, to biblical studies, he 
had critically read the Old and New Testaments, in the original 
languages, in the Syriac, and in the Latin Vulgate, before he was 
twenty-two years of age ; and he was well acquainted with Rab- 
binical and Patristic writings " (meaning, it is to be presumed, by 
the latter epithet, the writings of the Church Fathers). 
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ny kind : it was the power of remembering facts and 
houghts, especially his own thoughts" (p. 86). 

The accomit given of his studies, and of his 

ubUc and private character, in the interesting Me- 

:=inoir of his Life, proves, beyond all question, that Dr. 

ZDwight was a man held in the highest esteem for 

Im integrity, learning, and talent : nevertheless, the 

above extracts as clearly prove that he was precisely 

"the sort of vmter who, having to trust entirely to his 

memory, could not be relied upon for accuracy of 

quotation. 

His work consists of a series of sermons, in five 
volumes, pubUshed after his death from the manu- 
script of an amanuensis, to whom he had dictated 
them (p. 87). 

The quotation from Irenseus occurs in one of 
these sermons.* The original passage in Irena^us is 
not given by Dr. Dwight in the edition which I have 
seen.f We have only his English version of it, nor 
is the place where it is to be found in the works of 
Irenaeus pointed out ; and, indeed, a particular refer- 
ence could hardly be expected, considering the author's 

* In vol. iv. p. 28 of the edition I consulted, a reprint from 
an American edition, which was published by Baynes (London) in 
1819. 

f By the original passage, I mean only that of the old Latin 
version. The original writings of Irenseus were in the Greek 
language, but they are now extant only in an ancient Latin 
version, excepting some fragments preserved by Eusebius and 
other Greek writers. (Lardner, vol. ii. p. 157.) 

K 
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melancholy affliction, almost amounting to total loss 
of sight, and considering, also, his not having lived to 
superintend the publication of his " Theology." 

Dr. Dwight, consequently, was a writer whom it 
was peculiarly unsafe to rely upon as an authority in 
quotation. Mr. Gumey ought, therefore, to have 
tested his accuracy in the present instance by con- 
sulting the original. He imphes that he did so, for, 
not content with Dr. Dwight's introduction to the 
quotation, which is simply, "Irenaeus says," he em- 
phatically declares that "Irenaeus expressly asserts."* 

Did Mr. Gumey then actually consult the works 
of Irenaeus for the passage quoted ? I should hope 
not ; for if he did, it must have become known to 
him that no such passage is there to be found. 

But, although not to be found in Irenaeus, there 
are in the writings ascribed to another father, namely, 
in the interpolated Epistle of Ignatius to the Magne- 
sians, and in one of its interpolated passages, ex- 
pressions so closely resembling those in Dr. Dwight's 
quotation, as to leave no doubt of the source from 
which he quoted. I shall here place them side by 
side, giving those of Ignatius, or rather his interpo- 
lator, in the Latin version of that Father by Cotelerius. 



* Dr. D wight's words are, — " Irenaeus, a disciple of Poly- 
carp, the disciple of St. John himself, who lived in the second 
century, says, — * On the Lord's day, every one of us Christians 
keeps the Sabbath, meditating in the law (or Scriptures), and re- 
joicing in the works of God.'" 
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DWIGHT. IGNATIUS. 

On the Lord s day Dominicum celebret diem 

_ I. r^n . . fUnusquisque vestrum 

Every one of us Christians < ^ - ryv. - j.- 

•^ LOmnis Cnristi amator 

Keeps the Sabbath, Sabbatizet, 

Meditating in the law and re- fMeditatione legis gaudens, 

joicing in the works of God. ^ opificium Dei admirans. 

Dr. Paley, also (vol. ii. p. 93), quotes, as from 
Irenaeus, a similar passage, which is evidently derived 
from the same source, the interpolated Epistle of Ig- 
natius, and being in Latin the resemblance is the 
more striking : — 

PALEY. IGNATIUS. 

Unusquisque nostrum Unusquisque vestrum 

Sabbatizat spiritualiter, Sabbatizet spiritualiter, 

Meditatione legis gaudens, f Meditatione legis gaudens, 
opificium Dei admirans. \_ opificium Dei admirans. 

The reader may, perhaps, wish to see the whole 
passage from Ignatius. It is as follows, — " Uhm- 
quisque vestrum sabbatizet spiritualiter , meditatione 
legis gaudens, non corporis remissione, opificium Dei 
admirans, non pridiana comedens, ac tepida bibens, 
et ad praescripta spatia obambulans, et saltationibus 
plausibusque insanis oblectans se. At post Sabbatum 
omnis Christi amator Dominicum celebret diem, re- 
surrectioni consecratum Dominicae, reginam et maxi- 
mam omnium dierum." — (Interpolated Epistle, c. 9.)* 

* Unwilling to rely merely upon the identity of the passage 
in Ignatius, with the quotations made as from Irenaeus, by Drs, 
Dwight and Paley, I have carefully searched through all the 
extant works of Irenaeus, and can, with certainty, state that no 
such passage, or any one at all resembling it, is there to be 
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\\ \\M\\ tairty l>c presumed jthat Mr. Gumey must 
Iw^w' Ivvr. woU acquainted witt Paley's ** Moral Phi- 
l,Y<,M\b\/' or ai loa<5t with tliat portion of it which 
lrv\HjN <v; xhv S;Tl>liath. If, however, he was ignorant 
«v slu^ ivt^^ii^' in question having been there quoted, 
»x v-.^r ;iN u^. 1 Vicht's " Tlieolog5%" I cannot but re- 
u»H^.4, Ik^^x situnil,^!} fortunate it was for his argu- 
uun^ k:jkv hr was! thojpcbv enabled to avail himself 
s\\i\^^u^x\:u\\xsJ[\ i\( Pwiglit's quotation, which was so 
uuK-I: lv\i-o-: suiu\l to his pmpose than Paley's: first, 
Ks^iius, \\ nionMons the lx>rd's day, which Paley's 
*Kv*\ »,v. }U),;. s;\Mndh, Ivcause it omits the word 
xjViV:: anl> \rr\^if^ir/*\ which Palcv's quotation gives, 
riu xu,:::!?,\*i:>,v *^ tius word as excluding all pretence 
K\i Hxxo:\-::^< ';!i.v, Tiu^ Christians of the time, when the 
tiUN'/'v vv !<:;,s;:;:s v-:^? intor{x>lated, observed an ac- 
i;i:*: >:;t^tv;.:. ^\ :\^: tr.im bodily labour, corporis 
T /-. .v\ .<r IS ..\^ .^^\Kv,:<: Tv-* require elucidation. 

1: ;> ;\.,;..: .:\:.. :V,:;: vr arc not aided by any 
U'?.:;.:!.^;.x ::\N.- l:\:',;v::s ;:; riving: a date to the ear- 
Ik-: :iiN::.:\v . :•. *A\\^:\: o: :hv use of the phrase "the 
1- v»!\l - .1:;\ n:.':\>\\ .:; v: T.^ fno uso of it in the Re- 
\v.'.:iav\v ;iiui v.:.:s: :\^: s;*,::snod with the letter of 

ll:i\j.ii: :::.:> iv.AvI;^ cA\i r.:v assertion that this 
lia'iic vjr V:.c d!>: vl..v ^ :' ::.c ^u\k is not to be met 

« 

\^::ii la aiiY Ai:v*:ci!T wr:::v.^ ur.::i more than seventy 

K-v : -vu: t.' i>>v.!v u-vsrl: >::i: :\;r.2:Tr. 1 rjive >inv^ looked to 
tLt vd:\L-i:-> I'Y Krx>-i.i> Fsirix, ICi-S ini 0:^l«c Oxford, ITCKJl 
iuxi ill tiwtiif r d^ 1 liiid the j^dssagt' in question. 
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years after the date of the book of Revelation, I can 
now with increased confidence ask, whether it be not 
more probable that the phrase of "the Lord's day" 
was adopted from the book of Revelation in after times, 
because it was judged to be a fitting name for a day 
which had then become a stated day of Christian wor- 
ship, than that it should have been used in that sense 
by the writer of the Revelation ? The former opinion 
is also the more probable of the two from another 
consideration, I allude to the singular nature of the 
book in which the phrase is found — a book totally 
different in its characteristic features from every other 
Christian Scripture. It is a prophetical effusion, 
which, from the beginning to the end of it, has puz- 
zled divines and critics in all ages,* and which, from 
its style, so appropriately in unison with the mystic 
character of the book itself, seems eminently suscep- 
tible of erroneous interpretation. Consequently, 



* St. Jerome, in commenting upon the 38th chapter of Eze- 
kiel, declares that the book of Revelation is so mystical through- 
out, as to require another revelation to explain it. He says, in 
reference to the opinion of some persons on Rev. xx. 8, — '* Non 
intelligentes totum volumen Johannis, quod Revelationis titulo 
pemotatur, esse mysticum ; et revelatione nos indigere, ut possi- 
mus cum prophets, dicere, * Revela oculos meos, et considerabo 
mirabilia de lege tua,'" — Psalm cxviii. (in our version, Psalm 
cxix.) "They not perceiving that the entire book, which is 
known by the title of the Revelation, is mystical, and that we 
are in want of a revelation, that we might say with the prophet, 
* Open thou mine eyes ' {revela oculos meos), ' and I shall behold 
wondrous things out of thy law.' " — Ed. of Jerome's Works by 
Ercumus, vol. v. p. 617. 




134 SriTDAT AS A nATEK DAT- 

wfaenever the author uses a phrase peculiar to faim- 
wtliy and to the interpretatioa of whicb he zSards no 
doe in anv part of hi§ work, it cannot but be hidihr 
presamptiiocis in any one to be confident of its eiact 
meanings 

It is, indeed, not a little snrpriang, that, if St 
John were the author of the Revelation, no due to 
his meaning in the nse ci the j^irase in qaestion 
f hoold be found in anj of his epistks, ret in none ci 
them is there any menticoi made oi '^ the Ixvd's danr/' 
or anj allusion whatever to a costcxn ci rebgioaslT 
observing the first daj of the week, now called the 
Lord's day. 

It is, however, still more surprising that no such 
cine is to be found in the Revelation itself if the 
phrase had any reference to the religious observance 
of that day of the week ; for in such case, what can 
1m; more probable than that the author of the Revela- 
tion, whoever he might be, when writing to the seven 
cbiifches, commending some and reproving others, 
woiild have seen occasion to commend or reprove 
their observance or neglect of the Lord's day ? yet on 
this fX-rint he is silent. Again : if Christ had ordained 
a fiknclay'Sahhaih, it may fairly be conjectured (and 
what is the Sabbatarian inference from the text of 
" the lyjrd's day *' but conjecture ?) that the writer of 
the Revelation, when he tells us of the glories of the 
New Jerusalem, would also have extolled the sur- 
passing dignity of the new Sabbath. Yet, though 
much is said of a new Jerusalem, not a word is said 
a new Sabbath. 
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Of the precise sense, therefore, in which the writer 
of the Revelation makes use of the phrase " the Lord's 
day," we should be content to be ignorant, since we 
can never be certain.* 

Thus it appears that the utmost intrinsic value of 
the text from the book of the Revelation (the Text, 

* As the Lord's day and the day of the Lord, grammatically 
considered, are nothing more than two different modes of ex- 
pressing the genitive case of the same noun, and as the phrase, 
** the day of the Lord," in the four instances where it occurs in 
the New Testament (1 Cor. v. 5 ; 8 Cor. i. 14 ; 1 Thess. v. 2; 
2 Pet. iii. 10) means the day of judgment, it may seem, and is 
I believe by some persons understood, to be in this sense, that 
the phrase of " the Lord's day " is used in the Kevelation ; but, 
besides the objection which might be made, that the latter 
phrase in the original Greek is peculiar to the book of Kevela- 
tion, and different, therefore, from that in the former instances 
above referred to [ifti^et xv^teucii, and not ifAi^u, roij xv^/ov), there 
is this further objection, that the day spoken of in the Revelation 
was already past ; for the writer says, he received on that day 
the command to write to the seven churches. I, therefore, can- 
not avail myself of the supposition that the phrase in the Revela- 
tion may have been used in reference to the day of judgment. 

Neither shall I attempt to make use of Mr. Higgins s state- 
ment, in his " Horse SabbaticaB," that the phrase " Dies Dominica" 
was in use among the heathens before the birth of Christ, as I 
am satisfied that the authorities quoted by him for this state- 
ment do not sustain it. He says, that the first day of the week 
" was known by this name before Jesus was born, in honour of 
the sun, who was always called * Dominus Sol,' and the day * Dies 
Dominica.' " For this he refers to Dupuis " Sur tons les Cultes," 
vol. iii. p. 41, ed. 4to. (" Horse Sabb." paragraph 54.) 

But Dupuis, whose work (in an 8vo. edition) I had an oppor- 
tunity of consulting, gives no instance that I could find of the 
use of the phrase " Dies Dominica," or if^i^u. kv^mkh, before the 
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No. VI.) is this : — It contains a phrase which may be 
supposed, but can never be proved, to allude to a 
custom among Christians at the time when the book 
was written, to observe rehgiously in some way or 
other the first day of the week. 

As to this text being a corroboration of the Sab- 
birth of Christ ; and for his appellation of " Lord " to the sun, 
Dupuis appears to rely upon a passage in Porphyry. He says : 
" On donnoit au soleil lepithete d'Adonis, ou de Seigneur. Por- 
phyre, dans une priere qu'il lui addresse, lui dit, Seigneur Soleil." 
(Porphyre " De Abstinent," 1. iv. p. 379.) 

This, then, is Mr. Higgins's authority for saying, in his para- 
graphs 54 and 55, that the sun was always called "Dominus Sol." 
He states, in the words of Dupuis (translated), " Porphyry, in a 
prayer which he addresses to the sun, calls him * Dominus Sol.' " 
But, on consulting the passage in Porphyry thus referred to by 
Dupuis and Mr. Higgins, I find that it is not Porphyry who 
addresses the prayer to the sun, but that Porphyry, speaking of 
the Egyptians and of their customs at the funerals of their 
nobles, says, that the coffin in which the coi*pse is deposited is 
brought out before the sun, and a prayer is made, which may be 
thus interpreted ; and Porphyr}^ then gives, as the Greek trans- 
lation of the beginning of the prayer, *'n ^eo-Trorx jjA/s. And this 
is not related by Porphyry of Egyptians who lived before Christ, 
but of those of his own time, which was more than 250 years 
afterwards. True it is, that ^ia-Tr^ret, may very properly be trans- 
lated '* Domine " (as it is in the Latin version of Porphyry, 
' p. 329, Keiske's ed., Utrecht, 1767, " Domine Sol "); but this 
gives no value to the authority of Porphyry, who uses the word 

iiayroreCf and not Kv^ti. 

To make good his point, Mr. Higgins should have produced 
instances of the Latin phrases, " Dominus Sol " and '* Dies Do- 
minica," or of the Greek phrases xv^tog jja/oj and nfti^et Kv^tuxn, 
having been in use before the birth of Christ. This he has not 
done. 
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tarian proofs drawn from the five preceding texts, 
fails as of course, if its intrinsic value be no greater 
lan it is here stated to be: but, even on the sup- 
position that it actually proves a custom of obsening 
.he first day of the week, the proof cannot retro- 
spectively corroborate the alleged proofs from the 
preceding texts; for the great intenal of time be- 
tween its date and that of the two last of those texts 
completely disconnects it from them all. The date 
assigned to the Texts, Xos. IV. and V. by the chro- 
nological index of the Oxford 4to. edition of the Bible, 
is A.D. 60. Dr. Lardner gives to them both an 
earlier date, but taking a.d. 60 to be the true date, a 
space of at least thirty-five years occurs between the 
date of Texts, Nos. IV. and V. and that of Text, Xo. VI. 
During this long period there was ample time for a 
custom to have sprung up and become very generally 
estabUshed ; and, consequently, even if the text in the 
^velation proved, which it does not, that the custom 
of observing the first day of the week was in use at 
the date of that book, the fact would be no proof 
whatever, not even a corroborative proof, that it was 
in use thirty-five years before. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

Besult of Examination of the Six Texts. 

The examination of the Six Texts being now con- 
cluded, what is the result? It is briefly this, — that 
there is no Scripture authority for believing that in the 
time of the Apostles the first day of the week (our 
Sunday) was observed either as a Sabbath day or as a 
prayer day.* 

That there is no instance recorded in the Six 
Texts of the Sunday having been observed as a Sab- 
bath is as indisputable as the fact that there is no 

* " No Scripture authority." There can of course be no au- 
thority found in the Jewish Scriptures for the fact of the ob- 
servance or the non-observance of the first day of the week by 
Christians ; and the Six Texts contain all the evidence that can 
be adduced from the Christian Scriptures that that day was re- 
ligiously observed by them. Mr. Gumey himself, after com- 
menting upon the Six Texts, acknowledges that his evidence 
from the Christian Scriptures is exhausted ; for when pro- 
ceeding to bring forwards his non-scriptural evidence he says : 
" Having stated the whole of the evidence afforded by the New 
Testament respecting the rise and establishment of the Christian 
Sabbath, I must now proceed to the consideration of uninspired 
records." — Brief Remarks ^ p. 81. 
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command in the Christian Scriptures so :o rh^errt h. 
Equally indisputable is it that the Six Texis CKcrazn z^ 
evidence of a custom to observe the SimdaT s» a Sab- 

m 

bath. Sabbatarian writers, indeed, seem to adrcca^e 

the belief, that in the time of the Apostles :be Sm^dar 

was observed as a Sabbath : but ther never, oc aziv 

occasion that I am aware of, venture to assen in plain 

Words that such was the fact. Thev are cocten:. bv 

the use of equivocal language, when arguing that :be 

Sunday was observed as a prayer day, to insitiiatc 

that it was also observed as a Sabbath. They ?peak 

of it as though it was of course so observed : but they 

never, so far as I am acquainted with their works, 

make this assumed fact the subject of specific proof 

or direct argument. On this point in the controversy 

they know they have no case. 

With respect to the Sunday having been observed 
as a prayer day (a stated day of assembling for public 
worship and religious instruction*), I consider the 
examination of the Six Texts to have decidedlv shown. 
First, that there is not a single instance re- 
corded in the Christian Scriptures of the Sunday 
having in the time of the Apostles been observed as a 
prayer day. 

And, secondly, that those Scriptures contain no 
evidence from which we can even infer a custom among 
the Christians of that period so to observe it. 

As, however, all classes of Sabbatarians unite in 
maintaining that one of the texts (the Text, No. IV., 

* Paley's"PhUos."ii. 91. 



i 
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relating tx) Troas) records an instance of the ob- 
wjrvance of the Sunday as a stated day of assembling 
for some; religious purpose or other,* and that the 
Six Texts (M^llectively taken prove a custom to observe 
th(; Sunday as a prayer day, I shall proceed to offer 
Honie further remarks, which will, I trust, completely 
confirm my previous statement, that the Sabbatarians 
ar(5 in error on both these points. 

In the first place, let me recall attention to some of 
th(; f)rirK;i})al facets in the case as they appear upon the 
examination of the Six Texts. 

1. The mcjeting recorded in the first text (being 
that which was held by the disciples in the evening 
aft(jr th(5 R(;8urrection) could not possibly have been 
h(;ld for the purpose of celebrating the first day of the 
W(j(;k by Christian worship. 

2. (JonHecjucjutly, the inference which the Sab- 
batarians draw from the first text, that the meeting 
rec()rd(;(l in tlu; second text (the meeting " after eight 
days*') was to celebrate the first day of the week by 



* I UHo this wA'y uuhii'miie phrase that I may give the 
utrnoHt latitutlo to tlic Sabbatarian argument from this text, in- 
Htoad of confining it by using the phrase " assembling for public 
worship ;" for of this the text certainly affords no proof; and I 
adopt the indefinite phrase hero used as being the same, or 
nearly so, as tliat employed by Dr. Paley, when commenting on 
the text from Corinthians (the Text, No. V.), relating to St. 
Paul's direction to lay by alms on the first day of the week. 
From that direction Dr. Paley argues that the first day of the 
week was then distinguished ** by some religious application or 
other" (vol. ii. 88). 
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Christian worship, cannot be sustained; yet this in- 
ference is the only evidence the Sabbatarians have to 
offer that such was the object of that second meeting. 

3. As to the meeting of the Apostles on the day 
of Pentecost mentioned in the third text, nothing oc- 
curred at it, nor is anything said of it, which gives 
any indication that their meeting on that particular 
day was for the purpose of Christian worship. On 
the contrary, the general tenor of the narrative, and 
especially the fact of its noticing that the meeting was 
held on the day of Pentecost, and of its omitting to 
notice the circumstance (which was accidental) that 
it was also the first day of the week, implies that the 
Apostles, as Jews, and adherents as yet to the Mosaic 
law, met on the day of Pentecost because it Avas a 
Jewish festival, and therefore not with the design of 
celebrating any Christian rite. 

4. The meeting at Troas mentioned in the fourth 
text is expressly said to be for the purpose of breaking 
bread ; and if that were not a religious purpose, as 
(for the reasons given) it most assuredly was not, 
there remains nothing in the text to show that it was 
held for any purpose of Christian worship. The text 
is, in effect, more decisively against the Sabbatarian 
interpretation of it than if it had said nothing about 
the purpose of the meeting. If it had stood thus : 
" And upon the first day of the week, when the dis- 
ciples came together, Paul preached unto them," it 
would have had some appearance of the disciples hav- 
ing been accustomed to meet statedly on that day, and 
that St. Paul took the opportunity of preaching to them 
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then, as in like manner he occasionally preached to 
the Jews on the Sabbath day. But when we are told 
that the disciples at Troas met " to break bread"' (that 
is, as I have shown the fact to be, to take their or- 
dinary meal), we are almost expressly told that they 
met for no other purpose ; since, if they had had in 
view any higher, especially any religious, purpose, it 
would be absurd to suppose that the historian would 
not have stated it in preference to that which in his 
present narrative he has attributed to them, — that of 
meeting to break bread. 

These remarks apply to the text as it stood before 
Griesbach's emendation of it ; but that emendation, 
showing that it was not the disciples, but St. Paul 
and his companions, who had thus assembled upon 
the first day of the week, stiU more effectively proves 
(for the reasons given on this point in the examination 
of the text) that the meeting at Troas to break bread 
Avas not a meeting to celebrate religiously the first day 
of the week ; and that emendation, moreover, com- 
pletely demolishes the foundation of the argument 
built upon this text by Dr. Paley and others, — namely, 
that the custom of the Christian chinch at Troas to 
meet on the first day of the week shows that that 
custom had become familiar and established all over 
the then Christian world. 

5. The fifth text (from St. Paul's first Epistle to 
the Corinthians) containing his direction to put by 
contributions for the poor brethren on every first day 
of the week, makes no mention of any meeting on that 
day of the week, and that it alludes to a custom of the 
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Cormthiaiis to meet on that day is mere conjecture 
unsupported by the context, and strongly rebutted by 
many just inferences to be drawn from the second, as 
well as from the first epistle which St. Paul wrote to 
tKe Corinthians. 

6. The Sabbatarian inference from the sixth and 
last text, taken from the book of the Revelation, '' I 
was in the Spirit on the Lord's day," is also mere 
conjecture. It is not certain who is the author of the 
book, and it is quite uncertain what he may have 
meant by the phrase of " the Lord's day." Even if 
it were clear that it alludes to a custom at the time 
when the book was written, to meet on the first day 
of the week for the purpose of religiously observing it, 
this would be no proof that the custom was in use at 
the time when St. Paul preached at Troas, and wrote 
to the Corinthians more than five-and-thirty years 
before. 

Nor would the fact, if it were the fact, that St. 
John himself at the close of the first century statedly 
observed the first day of the week as a day especially 
devoted to rehgion, be any proof that it was a practice 
sanctioned by Divine authority. It cannot be ration- 
ally believed, without evidence in support of the belief 
(and there is no such evidence), that St. John had 
received a Divine command to observe a religious rite 
unknown to Christians in the time of the Apostles 
Peter and Paul. 

Conjecture on any subject, however trivial, can be 
no satisfactory substitute for proof, and is wholly inad- 
missible as such on subjects of real importance, par- 
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ticularly if the conjecture be oflPered as proof of a 
custom. Evidence of custom should consist of the 
positive testimony of some competent and credible 
witness, that the existence of the custom had come 
within his own knowledge, or instances should be 
given of frequent occasions on which the custom had 
been observed. In neither of these modes can the 
custom of observing the first day of the week be 
proved to have been in use in the time of the Apostles. 
Neither St. Luke in his history of the first thirty-two 
years of the Christian church (a.d. 33 to 65), nor 
St. Paul in the text from the Corinthians, nor St. John 
in the text from the Revelation, makes mention of a 
custom to observe the first day of the week : and as to 
instances of the actual observance of such a custom 
during the ministry of the Apostles, not one is re- 
corded in the New Testament. Even if, for the sake 
of the argument, the meeting at Troas be considered 
as an instance of assembling upon the first day of the 
week for a religious purpose, it would not prove a 
(lustom to meet statedly on that day for that purpose. 
On no sound principle of evidence can it be main- 
taiiKjd, inider any circumstances, that a single instance 
])roved of an act done, is proof of a custom to do that 
act ; and most certainly the slightest counter-evidence 
would be admitted to put down such an imperfect 
attempt at proof. Thus, when it is urged that the 
circumstance of St. Luke telling us (as we will sup- 
pose he does), that the disciples at Troas met on the 
first day of the week to break bread, when Paul 
preached to them, is proof of a custom then prevalent 
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among Christians to meet statedly on that day of the 
week for some religious purpose or other, such proof, 
resting as it does on a single instance of the alleged 
observance of the custom, would be effectually met 
and overthrown by the mere conjecture (it being a 
probable conjecture), that St. Luke, according to a 
practice usual with him, would have noticed that the 
meeting was held in pursuance of a custom, if the 
custom then existed. 

I consider, therefore, that I have, by the examina- 
tion of the Six Texts, fully estabUshed the following 
propositions : — 

First — That the Christian Scriptures record no 
instance of the observance of the Sunday in 
the time of the Apostles, either as a Sabbath 
day or as a prayer day. 

Secondly — That they afford no eVidence of a 
custom in the time of the Apostles so to 
observe it. 

And that, consequently, they contain no evidence 
that, by some precept from Christ or his 
Apostles (not now extant). Christians were en- 
joined to observe the Sunday as a Sabbath day, 
or, if not as a Sabbath day, as a prayer day.* 

* Sincerely believing, as I do, that there is no proof what- 
ever in the Christian Scriptures of the Sunday having been in 
any way distinguished from other days of the week by the 
Christian Church in the time of the Apostles, and confident, 
as I also am, that this belief is fully borne out by a close and 
impartial examination of the Six Texts, I always (as it is natural 

L 
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The reader who may have accompanied me thus 
far, and who may now have inquired for the first time 
into the evidence for his beUef in a Christian Sabbath, 
will doubtless be surprised to find how slight and 
scanty that evidence is. 

Were such evidence tendered in a court of justice 
to prove any grave fact relating to the ordinary aflEairs 
of life, it would not stand the least scrutiny. Let me 

I should under such circumstances) feel a momentary surprise 
whenever I happen to meet with instances of the complacency 
with which theological writers appeal to these six texts, as afford- 
ing complete and indisputable proofs of the religious observance 
of Sunday by the first Christians. I am led to make this remark 
from having lately, in a work of great theological repute, met 
with a passage of this kind, wherein it is worthy of all admiration 
how smoothly the learned author seems to glide along the cur- 
rent of the Six Texts, as though not a breath of adverse wind were 
stirring in any quarter to impede his onward course. The work 
alluded to is a treatise entitled " Primitive Christianity," and 
is written by Dr. Cave, a very eminent divine in the early part 
of the seventeenth century. After first noticing from the text in 
the Revelation, that '* the Lord's day, as it is called by St. John 
himself," was the proper name for the first day of the week, Dr. 
Cave thus quietly enumerates those proofs of Sunday observance 
by the first Christians, which he says are intimated in the other 
five of the six texts : — '* We may observe all along in the sacred 
story, that after Christ's resurrection the Apostles and primitive 
Christians did especially assemble upon the first day of the week. 
And whatever they might do at other times, yet there are many 
passages that intimate that the first day of the week was their 
more solemn time of meeting. On this day it was that they were 
met together when our Saviour first appeared to them ; and so 
again the next week after. On this day they were assembled, 
when the Holy Ghost so visibly came down upon them, when 
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suppose that 1 am permitted to personify the Six 
Texts, and to call them as witnesses on a trial of the 
truth of the Sabbatarian tenet before some judicial 
tribunal, which should be governed in its proceedings 
by those long-established rules and forms which our 
courts observe, and which are so admirably adapted 
to the investigation of facts, and the discovery of 
truth : it might, in such case, be confidently expected, 
that the course of an inquiry, so conducted, would be 

Peter preaxjhed that excellent sermon, converted and baptized 
three thousand souls. Thus when St. Paul was taking his leave 
at Troas, upon the first day of the week, when the disciples came 
together to break breads i. e. as almost all agree, to celebrate the 
Holj Sacrament, he preached to them, sufficiently intimating 
that upon that day it was their usual custom to meet in that 
manner. And elsewhere giving directions to the Church of 
Corinth (as he had done in the like case to other churches), con- 
cerning their contributions to the poor suffering brethren, he bids 
them lay it aside upon the first day of the week, which seems 
plainly to respect their religious assemblies upon that day ; for 
then it was that every one, according to his ability, deposited 
something to the relief of the poor, and the uses of the Church." 
— Primitive Christianity, p. 105. 

As I quote from the seventh edition, this work must have 
had many thousands of readers, the far greater part of whom, 
knowing but little on the subject from other sources, have looked 
upon the doctrine of " the Christian Sabbath" as triumphantly 
proved by such an accumulation of evidence as here seems to be 
presented to them. Probably not one reader in a hundred would 
stop for one moment to consider whether the texts appealed to 
really authorise the conclusions drawn from them. Thus it is 
that error is propagated and rooted among the ignorant and unre- 
flecting, by the loose, but specious, reasoning of able and learned 
writers. 
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that which I am about to submit to the attention of 
the reader. But I must premise a few explanatory 
remarks. 

Were the trial confined to the question, Whether 
the first Christians observed the Sunday as a Sabbath? 
the examination of the proposed witnesses might be 
restricted to interrogatories which could be answered 
exclusively out of the texts personified. The only 
question, indeed, which could be asked, would be, — 
Did the Christians observe the Sunday as a Sabbath 
in the time of the Apostles ? and the answer of all the 
six witnesses to this question must be, " Not to my 
knowledge;" for no Sabbatarian can contend that 
any one of the Six Texts contains evidence of the ob- 
servance of a Sabbath. There would, therefore, be no 
case to go to a jury, and the Sabbatarians (the plain- 
tifis in the cause, as they might be called) would, in 
technical language, be nonsuited, and the trial would 
be at an end. 

But this course of strictly confining the examina- 
tion of the witnesses to questions which can be an- 
swered out of the texts which they represent, cannot 
be pursued on the trial of the other Sabbatarian pro- 
position, namely. Whether the first day of the week 
was appropriated in the time of the Apostles to the 
purpose of public prayer and religious instruction? 
Thus, for instance, with respect to the Text, No. I., 
it is essential to inquire, and ascertain, if possible, 
whether the meeting of the disciples in the evening 
following the resurrection, and the appearance of 
Christ to them at that meeting, took place on the 
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first day of the week ; ajid this depends upon the ques- 
tion. When did the day of the resurrection begin, and 
when did it end ? The text itself (which it should be 
recollected is not Uterally translated in our Bibles) 
does not settle this question. So also with respect 
to the Text, No. IV., as to the assembling at Troas on 
the first day of the week " to break bread,'' the Sab- 
batarians can have no right to assume as unquestion- 
able a disputed fact, namely, that in the instance re- 
corded in that text, the breaking of bread was the 
*' partaking of the sacrament of the Lord's Supper." 
Proof that such was the meaning of the writer of the 
text must be sought for aliunde, for it is not to be 
found in the text itself. 

The course, therefore, which I intend to adopt, 
and which is indispensable to an eflFective trial of the 
second Sabbatarian proposition, is, not to ask such 
questions only as can be answered out of the texts 
personified, but to suppose the writers of the text, and 
any of the Evangelists as occasion may require, to be 
questioned as witnesses, for the purpose of obtaining 
information on points left doubtful in the texts them- 
selves. In no case, however, shall I suppose questions 
to be asked of any witness, to whose testimony on 
the subject I have not previously appealed in my 
examination of the Six Texts. 

If these preliminary stipulations be allowed (and 
they are absolutely requisite to the due conduct of the 
proposed imaginary trial, and are equally fair to all 
parties concerned in it), the proceedings upon the 
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trial, if my exposition of the Six Texts is correct, 
would be to the following purport. 

The Sabbatarians, holding the affirmative of the 
propositions included in the question to be tried, 
would be the party to commence the proceedings. 
They would have to state their case, and to produce 
their evidence in support of it. 

One of their advocates would then address the 
jury, and inform them that the proposition which he 
had to establish, and upon which, after hearing the 
evidence, it would be for them to determine whether 
he had succeeded in establishing it or not, was this. 
In the time of the Apostles the first day of the week 
(which corresponds with our Sunday or Lord's day) 
was observed by the Christian Church as a Sabbath, 
and as a stated day of assembling for public worship 
and religious instruction. 

Hereupon another of their advocates would rise, 
and beg permission to inform the court that there was 
a very considerable diflFerence of opinion amongst Sab- 
batarians with respect to the proposition just stated ; 
that he represented a large class of them, who were 
decidedly of opinion that the first day of the week 
was not observed by the early Christians as a Sab- 
bath : but his clients were, nevertheless, as decidedly 
of opinion that it was observed by them as a stated 
day of assembling for public worship and religious 
instruction ; that, therefore, if the decision should be 
against the proposition in its present form, it was the 
intention of that class of Sabbatarians whom he re- 



RESULT OF EXAMINATION. 151 

presented to have the question afterwards tried upon 
that part only of the proposition which related to the 
observance of the day by public worship and religious 
instruction. But he would submit that, as the wit- 
nesses to prove the latter branch of the proposition 
would be called to prove the whole proposition, it 
would be very convenient, and would not prejudice 
the case of the other class of Sabbatarians, if the 
court would allow the question for the jury to be put 
in this form, namely, — ^Whether in the time of the 
Apostles the first day of the week was observed by 
the Christian Church as a Sabbath, and as a stated 
day of assembling for public worship and reUgious 
instruction ; and whether, if not observed as a Sab- 
bath, it was observed as a stated day of assembling 
for pubhc worship and religious instruction ? 

This proposal being agreed to by the court, and 
the counsel for all the parties concerned, the advocate 
who had first spoken would then resume his address 
to the jury. 

Many fine things would he say of the Lord's day 
and the blessed Sabbath. The court and jmy would 
be most impressively told of the comfort it was to the 
working-classes to be indulged in one day of rest 
after six of labour, and of the advantage to aU classes 
ensuing from the appropriation of one day in seven to 
public devotion and public instruction in religion and 
morals, and of the consequent benefit to the whole 
community ; and the jm-y would be most touchingly 
reminded of the well-known fact (for such he would 
represent it to be), that the greatest criminals are 
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always discovered to have commenced their career of 
wickedness by a desecration of the Sabbath.* He 
would, however, be found to refrain most carefully 
from pledging himself to prove, and even from de- 
cidedly asserting, that the Sunday was, in the time 
of the Apostles, observed as a Sabbath. AU his re- 
marks would insinuate that such was the fact ; but all 



* This notion, so sedulously propagated by Sabbatarians, is 
not founded on fact. Sabbath-breaking is not the origin of 
crime. A man who works on a Sunday breaks the Sabbath (if 
Sunday be a Sabbath), but his working on that day does not lead 
him to crime. It is not by him, and such as he, that our gaols 
are filled. This proposition may be easily tested. It is from 
our gaol-chaplains that we receive the statistics as to Sabbath- 
breaking convicts. It is not difficult to imagine the course 
taken by the chaplain, when he confesses some great criminal. 
" I fear," he says, " that you have been a Sabbath-breaker from 
your youth upwards." The poor wretch, who is no theologian, 
answers, " Yes, that I have;" and he is forthwith put down in 
the list of those who have confessed to Sabbath-breaking having 
been the origin of their vicious career. But if the reverend con- 
fessor had put to his penitent (who no doubt had never done any 
work on any day, when he could avoid it), this one more leading 
question, — " And you have, I dare say, been guilty of working on 
a Sunday?" " No," would be the reply, "I never did such a 
wicked thing in all my life." 

If the Sabbatarian should shift his ground and tell me, that 
what he meant by Sabbath-breaking is the not going to church 
on a Sunday, and the spending of the day, instead, in idle pas- 
times or vicious indulgences, here, again, I should say, the pro- 
position will not hold. Every Sabbatarian must admit that the 
man who, on some Sunday goes to church three times in the 
course of the day, and in one of the intervals mends a hole in 
his coat, or roots up a weed in his garden, is a decided Sabbath- 
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his positive statements would be confined to the tenet, 
that the Sunday was observed at that time as a day 
cf public prayer and edification. He would assure 
the jury that the two first witnesses he should pro- 
duce would distinctly prove the important fact, that, 
on the two first Christian Sabbath days, Christ him- 
self appeared to his disciples when assembled toge- 
ther, and thus sanctioned by his presence the rehgious 

breaker ; as much so as he who on the same day works hard at 
his trade, and never goes to church at all : for there are no de- 
grees of comparison in Sabbath-breaking, otherwise a man would 
not have been stoned to death in the olden time for gathering 
sticks upon the Sabbath day (Numb. xv. 32, 36). 

If, therefore, accuracy in the use of language is to be re- 
garded, it is impossible for Sabbatarians to maintain that Sab- 
bath-breaking is the origin of crime ; not even when they explain 
their meaning to be, that its origin is the abstaining from 
Church and indulging in vice or idleness on the Sunday. I 
again deny that proposition. The commencement of the career 
which ends in crime is of earlier date, and is owing to a very 
different cause. Its date goes back almost to the period of in- 
fancy, and the true cause is the total want of education in reli- 
gion and morals. That wretched class of our population, which 
exhibits the extreme of human ignorance and destitution, is the 
class which supplies our gaols with the greatest portion and the 
worst of criminals, and this from the cause above assigned — the 
want of education. Much is doing by the truly benevolent at 
this time to remedy this scandal in our social system by the 
institution of " Kagged Schools.'* But I forbear from pursuing 
the subject further in a note. It is a subject which more pro- 
perly belongs to a sequel to this work. I have, however, 
said enough, I hope, to convince any reasonable disputant, that 
to attribute the origin of crime to Sabbath-breaking is a vulgar 
error. 
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observance of those days ; and that another witness 
would prove that by selecting a Sunday for the mi- 
racle of the descent of the Holy Ghost upon the 
Apostles, the Lord of the Sabbath completed the 
manifestation of his personal sanction to the esta- 
blishment of the Christian Sabbath. 

He would next promise the jury that the proof 
of the assent and approbation of the Apostles to the 
8ubse(iuent observance of the new Sabbath by the 
Christian Church would be made so clear by the 
testimony of his other witnesses, that no reasonable 
doubt of the fact would remain upon their minds, 
notwithstanding he had to admit that he should 
not be able to tender, in proof of the divine in- 
stitution of the new Sabbath, any express command 
from Christ, or any positive injunction from the 
Apostles. 

I lis peroration would probably consist of a stre- 
nuous effort, by arguments studiously bewildering and 
language afifectingly pious, to persuade the jury, that 
in all matters pertaining to religion, and more espe- 
cially in the solemn case before them, human reason 
was a treacherous guide, and that it would be safer 
for them, on the present occasion, to act under the 
influence and dictation of their religious feelings, than 
to resort to their usual mode of sifting evidence re- 
lating to the petty affairs of this world : and this, it is 
also probable, would be the last observation addressed 
to them ; for it would be that portion of his harangue 
which he would wish to sink most deeply into the 
minds, and by consequence pervert the judgment of 
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those who were sworn to decide upon the case " ac- 
cording to the evidence/' 

The advocate who appeared for the other class of 
Sabbatarians would then address the jury. He would 
make no appeal to their feelings and no attempt to 
mislead their judgment. He would admit that the 
question, whether or not the first Christians observed 
the Sunday as a stated day of assembling for religious 
worship, was a question of historical fact, and, like all 
other questions of fact, to be tried by evidence. He 
would further admit, that he should not be able to 
produce direct and positive proof, that such was the 
practice of the Christian Church in the time of the 
Apostles; but he expected the witnesses would give 
such evidence of the observance of the practice at that 
time by a Christian community far distant from Je- 
rusalem, as would fully justify the inference that " the 
practice was| (then) familiar and established '' wher- 
ever the Christian religion had been planted, and that 
it had become so in consequence of its having had the 
sanction and approbation of the Apostles, which would 
fairly justify the fiu-ther inference that the practice 
had " originated from some precept of Christ or of his 
Apostles, though none such be now extant." * To 
this he would add, in conclusion, that there were other 
indications of the first day of the week (our Sunday) 
having been observed as a stated day of religious 
worship in the time of the Apostles, which he would 
leave the witnesses to relate, and which he had no 

* Foley's '' Philosophy," ii. 87. 
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doubt would confirm the jury in the opinion that, in 
fact, the Sunday had been so observed. 

The Six Witnesses, representing the Six Texts, 
would then be called in succession, and the chief points 
in their evidence would be to the following effect : * — 

John, XX. 19 (antey p. 26). 

The First Witness would depose to the fact of the 
resurrection, and that it occurred on the first 
day of the week. 

On being asked, If the disciples met together in 
the evening of that day? he would reply, that they 
met in the evening following the morning of that 
day, but whether in the evening which belonged to 
that day is uncertain (1). If they met before sunset, 
they met in the evening of that day; for the Jews 
reckoned two evenings to each day: the one com- 
menced from sunset, and was the beginning of a day ; 
the other commenced from the decline of the sim, and 
continued till sunset, which was the close of that day. 

If, then, the disciples assembled at any time after 
midday, and before sunset, on the day of the resur- 
rection, they assembled in the evening of the dSty of 
the resurrection ? 

Certainly. 

Is it not, therefore, in your opinion most probable, 

* In order that the reader's attention may not be called off 
from the perusal of the supposed examination of witnesses by 
notes at the foot of the page, I shall insert the notes at the end 
of the volume, referring to them here by the figures, 1, 2, 3, <fec. 
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and indeed certain, that the disciples did, in fact, as- 
semble while it was yet the first day of the week, for 
the purpose of doing honour to the day of the 
resurrection ? 

From such a motive (the witness would say) it is 
impossible that they should have assembled while it 
was yet the first day of the week, the day of the 
resurrection. 

Why? 

Because, at the time they assembled, they did not 
believe in the resurrection (2). 

But Christ appeared to them when they were 
assembled ? 

Certainly, and they firom that time became Christ- 
ians, that is to say, behevers in the resurrection, which 
they were not till then. 

If Christ appeared to them while it was yet the 
first day of the week, their meeting, although at first 
not so intended by the disciples, might still have been 
a meeting by which the day of the resurrection was 
sanctified, and that great event rehgiously celebrated ? 

It might be so, no doubt. 

Was it not probable that Christ would, therefore, 
appear to the disciples whilst it was yet the first day 
of the week ? 

Most certainly, if his intention was that that day 
should be celebrated by them : but such could not 
have been his intention. 

Why not ? 

Because, whether the disciples met whilst it was 
yet the first ' day of the week, or not, Christ did not 
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appear to them till some hours after that day had 
closed (3). 

But if it was not for this reason that Christ ap- 
peared to them, he must have had some other great 
purpose in view, which would suffice to account for 
his appearing : can any such purpose be assigned with 
any probability? 

It can be assigned with certainty. He appeared to 
them in order to assiure them of the reaUty of his 
resurrection, of which, tiU then, ihej had doubted, 
and at the same time to give them some instructions 
respecting their future mission as his Apostles (4). 

If such is your testimony, it may be useless to ask 
you whether the disciples ob3er\ed the day of the 
resurrection as a Sabbath? 

I do not know that anv of them did so observe it 
(5). I know that two of them did not (6). 

Or, whether the disciples obser\Td or practised 
anv reliixious rite or ceremonv on that dav, in honour 
of the groat event which had occiured upon it ? 

Ini[K>s$iblo they should do any such thing : they 
did not iHwnne Christians till after the day of the 
resiu'rectiou was piist. 

The Stx\>nd Witness would be remarkable for 
having nothing to Siu\ except that another 
meeting i^but whether it was the second or not 
he could not tel^ was held by the disciples 
alx)ut a week after their first meeting. 

Was not the meeting which you are speaking of 
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held on precisely the same day of the week as the 
first? 

I am inclined to believe, but cannot positively say, 
that it was so. 

Whether did the disciples observe the day on 
which they held this further meeting as a Sabbath ? 

The witness would reply. Not to my knowledge. 

Whether did they observe or perform any religious 
rite at that meeting ? 

Again the witness would reply. Not to my know- 
ledge. 

Have you any further evidence to give on the 
matter in question? 

None whatever. 

Acts, ii. I {ante, p. 62). 

The Third Witness on the list would represent the 
text relating to the meeting of the Apostles on 
the day of Pentecost ; but, before calling him, 
the advocate of the moderate Sabbatarians 
would suggest in a whisper to his learned col- 
league, that it would be the more prudent 
course not to call this witness, as his testi- 
mony could be but of little (if of any) value ; 
and would perhaps be considered as showing 
that some distrust was felt as to the sufficiency 
of the evidence given by the other witnesses. 
The advocate of the ultra-Sabbatarians would, 
on the contrary, insist that his evidence was 
essential, and proceed to call him. 

Upon being examined, the witness would state as 
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a fact within his own knowledge, that the Apostles 
assembled ** with one accord in one place " on the day 
of Pentecost, which occurred soon after the day of 
Christ's ascension ; but he would state no information 
as to where and what was the place in which the 
Apostles assembled (7). 

He would be then asked, Whether the day on 
which they thus assembled was the first day of the 
week ? and to this he would reply, that he could not 
say from recollection whether it was or not ; but hie 
would add that on calculation he found that it was so. 

He would, in consequence of this discovery, be 
further questioned thus : — 

It now appearing that it was on the first day of 
the week that the Apostles assembled with one accord 
in one place, did they not so assemble for the purpose 
of performing some Christian duty appropriate to that 
day of the week ? 

The witness would reply, that he could depose to 
nothing on the subject. 

Upon being then asked, Whether the Apostles ob- 
served the day on which they thus met as a Christian 
Sabbath ? 

He would say. Not to his knowledge. 

Acts, XX. 7 [ante J p. 71). 

The Fourth Witness would prove that once St. Paul 
preached to his converts on the first day of 
the week ; and that this happened at Troas, in 
Mysia, a country far distant from Jerusalem : 
and at first the witness would ^tate that it was 
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upon the occasion of the disciples at Troas 
having met together on the first day of the 
week " to break bread/' 

Upon being questioned, Whether meeting to break 
bread did not necessarily signify a meeting for the per- 
formance of a reUgious rite ? he would answer, It did 
not. And, upon being further questioned on the sub- 
ject, he would say, that the breaking of bread was a 
customary ceremony with the Jews at their meals, 
and that, in consequence, the phrase of " assembling to 
break bread,'' unless accompanied by other expres- 
sions which would give it a different meaning, was an 
appropriate phrase to signify the assembUng to take 
an ordinary meal (8). 

Then, in speaking of the meeting at Troas, your 
iise of the phrase, unaccompanied as it was by any 
explanatory expressions, implies that you intended to 
speak of the breaking of bread on that occasion as 
nothing more than partaking of a common and ordi- 
nary meal. Is that your meaning ? 

Most certainly it is. I am in the habit of using 
the phrase ; and as on all other occasions, so on this^ 
I use it in that sense, and in no other (9) . 

Upon being asked to recollect himself as to the 
feet, whether or not it was the disciples who thus met 
at Troas to break bread, or St. Paul and his tra- 
velling companions, he would desire leave to correct 
his evidence in that respect, for that, upon recollec- 
tion, it was St. Paul and his companions who thua 
met (10). 

M 
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Upon being asked, if he knew of any custom, 
either of the disciples at Troas, or of St. Paul and his 
companions, to meet together on the first day of the 
week, as a stated day for performmg any Christian 
rite, he would reply, that he knew of no such custom, 
either of the disciples at Troas, or of St. Paul and his 
companions : and he would probably go on to say, that 
if he had known of such a custom having been prac- 
tised in those times by the Apostles, or their disciples, 
he should have said so propria motUy vrithout waiting 
to be asked the question ; for that it was usual with 
him to notice on all fit occasions customs of a rehgious 
nature (11). 

If then asked. Whether St. Paul observed the first 
day of the week as a Sabbath ? he would answer. Not 
to my knowledge. 

Whether did the Christian Church so observe it in 
St. Paul's lifetime? 

To this also he would answer. Not to my know- 
ledge. And would probably add : Had I known that 
St. Paul, or any Christian Church in his time, or at 
any time, observed a first-day-of-the-week Sabbath, I 
should have made it a point of giving it in evidence, 
although not questioned upon the subject (12), it 
being my manner to notice religious customs. 

1 Cor. xvi. 1 {ante, p. 101). 

The Fifth Witness would depose to St. Paul having 
given order to the churches in Corinth and 
Galatia concerning a collection for the poor 
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brethren in Jerusalem, and particularly of his 
having given an express direction to the Cor- 
inthians, that every one of them should once 
a-week, on the first day of the week, lay by 
him in store whatever he could spare for that 
purpose. 

The witness would thereupon be asked, whether he 
meant to say that the contributors were to lay by their 
contributions at home ; or whether, on the contrary, he 
did not mean, by what he had said, that St. Paul's 
direction was to "bring in" and pay over to the 
oflScers of the Church on every first day of the week 
whatever contributions were intended to be made ? 

He would reply, that he meant what he had said : 
each C/Ontributor was himself to lay by and treasure up 
his contributions at his own house (13). 

Upon being asked. Whether it was the custom of 
the Church at Corinth, in the time of St. Paul, to meet 
on the first day of the week as a day " distinguished 
fi-om the rest by some religious application or other ?" 
he would reply, He could not say that such was the 
custom of the Church at Corinth, or of any Christian 
Church at that time. 

Why, then, did St. Paul recommend the first day 
of the week as the day of the week which was most 
appropriate for laying by the contributions ? 

To this question the witness would reply, I cannot 
tell (14). 

Being asked the question. Did the Christians in 
St. Paul's time observe the first day of the week as a 
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Sabbath ? his answer would be, I do not know that 
they did (15). 

Rev. i. 10 {ante, p. 116). 

The Sixth and last Witness would then be called to 
depose that St. John was on the Spirit in the 
Lord's day. 

On the appearance of this witness, some doubt 
would be expressed, and some altercation ensue upon 
the question, whether he was in reality the person 
called (16). The judge would decide that his testi- 
mony would not ultimately be received, if there was 
any reasonable doubt as to his identity ; but that as 
he would hear evidence on that question, and as the 
jury might consider and determine upon that evidence 
when they came to consider their verdict on the main 
question, he should allow the witness to be examined, 
unless it should prove clear that he was not the person 
called. 

The testimony as to identity would then be heard. 
Some of the witnesses on this point would declare that 
the person appearing as the witness in the cause was 
the person whom the plaintiffs had called; some 
would declare that he was not, and some would say 
the point was doubtful. 

The inquiry into the identity of the proposed 
witness being concluded, he would then be examined, 
and would depose, that the writer of the Book of Re- 
velation was in the Spirit on the Lord's day. 

Being then questioned. Whether at the time when 
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that book was written (which the witness would state 
was not till about the close of the first century) it had 
become the custom of Christians to meet together on 
the first day of the week as a stated day of public 
worship and reUgious instruction? 

He would reply, He could not tell, but was in- 
clined to think it had (17). 

Being then asked. If at that time the first day of 
the week had come to be known by the name of the 
Lord's day ? he would say, He could not tell, but was 
incUued to think it had not (18). 

The witness would then be asked, Did he know of 
its having been the practice of Christians at the period 
of which he was speaking to observe the first day of 
the week as a Sabbath ? and to this he would reply. 
That he had no knowledge of such being the practice 
among Christians at that period. 

The evidence on the part of the Sabbatarians 
being here closed, the anti-Sabbatarian advocate would 
then address the jury ; and begin by freely admitting 
that there was great truth in what had been said, not 
only as to the comfort to individuals in a periodical 
day of rest from labour, but also as to the benefit to 
society in attending upon pubUc worship and receiving 
instruction in religion and morals upon that day ; but 
he would at the same time desire the jury to bear in 
mind, that the question of the utility of appropriating 
a stated day for the weekly performance of religious 
duties, and for the enjojrment of some rest from the 
labour of worldly pursuits, was a question which they 
were not called upon to try ; neither were they called 
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npon expressly to decide whether (as had been inti- 
mated) the practice which has existed in the Christian 
Church from very early times so to appropriate the 
first day of the week, had its origin in a divine com- 
mand. Nor had any evidence been offered that such 
a command was ever actually given. Neither of the 
advocates who had preceded him had ventured to put 
a single question upon that point to any one of the 
witnesses. The course which they took was to avoid 
all direct discussion of that point, and to content 
themselves with asserting, and tendering evidence to 
prove, that it had been the practice of Christians, in 
the time of the Apostles, to observe religiously the 
first day of the week. They were not agreed, how- 
ever, as to the mode in which it had been observed ; 
for the jury would recollect that one of the advocates 
contended that the day had been observed as a Sab- 
bath and as a prayer day, whilst the other was satisfied 
to prove (if he could) that it was observed as a prayer 
day only. Both, however, agreed in insisting that the 
day had, in the time of the Apostles, been " distin- 
guished (from every other day of the week) by some 
religious application or other ;*' and the advocate who 
had last addressed them had maintained that the just 
inference from that fact, if established, would be this : 
that the practice had ** originated from some precept 
of Christ, or of his Apostles, though none such be now 
extant ;" which is, in effect, saying it was originally 
enjoined by a divine command. But before such an 
inference, whether just or not, could be allowed, clear 
and satisfactory evidence ought to have been pro- 
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duced in proof of the alleged fact on which it was 
founded, namely, that the rehgious observance of the 
Sunday (as distinguished from the other days of the 
week) was actually the practice of the Christian 
Church in the time of the Apostles. Had there been, 
he would ask, any such clear and satisfactory evi- 
dence produced? He was persuaded the jury would 
be of opinion there had not. Yet this alleged fact of 
Sunday observance in the time of the Apostles was, 
strictly speaking, the real question in the cause ; for 
the jury were not to concern themselves with any 
inference which might be drawn from that fact if it 
should be established by their verdict. 

In trying this question of fact, the jury would re- 
collect, that on account of the diflTerence of opinion 
among his opponents as to the mode in which the 
Sunday had, as they contended, been rehgiously ob- 
served, the question for the jury had by agreement, 
for the sake of convenience, been divided into two se« 
parate questions, — first, was the Sunday observed as a 
Sabbath, and also as a prayer day ? And, secondly, 
if not as a Sabbath, was it observed as a prayer day ? 

He would next proceed to recapitulate to the jury 
the principal points in the evidence, drawing their 
especial attention to the answers which had been 
given to questions which he had put to all the wit- 
nesses on their cross-examination. He would remark 
to the jury, that upon the first point which they had to 
decide, namely, whether it had been customary to ob- 
serve the first day of the week as a Sabbath, not one 
of the witnesses could state that it had, nor did any 
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one of ibssL sore a sngle instance of its actual ob- 
serrance a^ a Sibfaarh. Then upon the other point, 
whediier ir had b^^ea costomaiT to observe the Sunday 
«s a stated day ot poblie prayer, or other religious 
dudes, not one of the witnesses had deposed that it 
had been cxistomaiT to ohsove it in that manner : it 
was onhr the last witness whose testimony even 
touched upon that point, and all that that witness 
could say amounted to no more than a probability, 
that towards the close of the first century a custom 
picTailed of so observing it. This the jury would see 
afforded no proof, nor even a reasonable presumption, 
that the day was statedly appropriated to religious 
duties bv the Christian Church in the time of the 
Apostles Peter and Paul, for the time at which the 
custom would be thus proved (if indeed it were 
proved) to have prevailed was not tUl at least thirty 
years after the deaths of those Apostles, during which 
long intenal it was quite possible for such a custom 
to have sprung up and become partially, and even 
generally, established. But unless the evidence 
proved, which it did not, that it was a custom in use 
in the time of Peter and Paul, it proved nothing ; for 
a custom known only at the close of the first century 
could not be properly considered to have belonged to 
the Apostolic age, or to have received the sanction of 
ApostoHc authority. In this part of the case, also, as 
in the other, relating to the observance of the Sunday 
as a Sabbath, the jury would remark, that not a single 
instance had been proved of fhe actual observance of 
the day in the manner alleged. The only evidence 
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produced as to its being observed as a stated day of 
performing some religious duty or other was the meet- 
ing on the first day of the week at Troas ; but, in his 
opinion, and, as he trusted, in the opinion also of the 
jury, the testimony of the witness had negatived the 
inference that the meeting had been held on that day 
with any rehgious object ; and even if it had, this 
would be no evidence that that particular day of the 
week was statedly so observed. One instance would 
not prove a custom. 

He would then entreat the jury not to suffer 
themselves to be led away by any appeal to their 
religious feelings, made, as he must suppose it to be, 
in the hope of biassing their judgment upon the ques- 
tion. Nor ought they to be influenced by the consi- 
deration of the benefit and comfort derived from the 
observance of a weekly day of devotion and of rest. 
He had already assented to what had been said on the 
other side as to the utility of such an institution ; and 
he would, moreover, declare, that he would not have 
consented to hold a brief in the cause had his in- 
structions been to argue against its utiUty. What he 
contended for was, that Sunday observance was of 
human institution, and not the result of a divine 
command ; and if he might be permitted to state his 
further opinion on the subject, he w^ould say that he 
felt confident the Sunday would be more religiously 
and more generally observed, if its observance were 
advocated on the sure plan of utility, instead of the 
disputable pretence of a divine origin. But the ques- 
tion of the origin of Sunday observance, he would 
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again remind the jury, was not specifically before 
them. The question they had to decide was, whether 
the Sunday was religiously observed in the time of the 
Apostles, either as a Sabbath or a prayer day. This 
was a question of fact, and nothing else; and the 
more dispassionately they viewed it, and the more 
closely they sifted it by the ordinary modes of in- 
vestigating facts, the more likely were they to arrive 
at the truth, and to give a just verdict in consequence. 

Then, addressing himself to the judge, he would 
conclude by stating, that he could bring forward 
witnesses of the greatest respectability, who would 
depose to facts which, in his opinion, would render it 
absolutely impossible for any sensible and impartial 
man to beUeve that the first Christians observed the 
Sunday as a Sabbath; and to the last degree im- 
probable that they observed it as a stated day of 
pubhc worship ; but, although he had these witnesses 
in attendance, he would not call any one of them : 
he would produce no counter-evidence, but would 
leave the case in the hands of the jury, upon the sole 
testimony of the witnesses produced by the advocates 
on the other side. 

The judge would then deliver his charge to the 
jury, and would begin by directing them to dismiss 
fi:om their minds all consideration of a question which 
had been much adverted to in the course of the trial, 
— the question, whether or not the practice of Sunday 
observance had originated in a divine command? 
There was but one issue on the record, but one 
question to be tried. By consent of all parties, how- 
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ever, that question had been separated into two dis- 
tinct questions, which were now, therefore, two dis- 
tinct issues in the cause, namely, whether in the time 
of the Apostles the first day of the week (Sunday, as 
we call it) was observed by the Christian Church as a 
Sabbath, and as a stated day of public worship and 
religious instruction. And whether, if not observed 
as a Sabbath, it was observed as a stated day of pubHc 
worship and religious instruction. These were both 
questions of fact, and must be decided upon the evi- 
dence which had been given by the witnesses. Upon 
the first question, however (the observance of the day 
as a Sabbath), not a particle of evidence had been 
given to prove that such observance had been prac- 
tised in the time of the Apostles ; and, therefore, upon 
this issue in the cause they must return a verdict of 
Nonsuit. With respect to the other question, the 
observance of the Sunday as a stated day of public 
worship and religious instruction, there was some 
evidence produced which was properly entitled to 
their attention. They would consider whether it 
amounted to proof, that the Sunday had been so 
observed. It would, however, be allowable for them, 
in a case so peculiar as this, to be satisfied with 
something short of direct and positive proof. Cir- 
cumstantial and inferential proof, if very strong, ought 
to meet with the greatest attention : such proof might 
be irresistible ; but in the case before them, even on 
the second question in issue (the observance of Sunday 
by the performance of religious duties), he must say 
it appeared to him the evidence was not of this cha- 
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racter ; it was slight and unsatisfactory, not amounting 
in any part of it to reasonable probability, and, in 
general, consisting of nothing more than conjecture ; 
the jury were, however, not so to decide, because such 
was his opinion ; they were to form their own opinion 
upon the evidence before them : but if, upon a careful 
consideration of that evidence, they should agree in 
the opinion which he had expressed, they would 
return a verdict of Nonsuit upon both the issues in 
the cause. 

Thereupon the jury, if actuated by a due regard to 
their oaths, to give " a true verdict according to the 
evidence," would return a verdict of Nonsuit upon 
both issues accordingly. 

If any one, whose opinion I ought to value, should 
tell me that, by arguing the Sabbath question in the 
form of a trial at law, I am treating a reUgious subject 
with levity, I should reply that I am not myself con- 
scious of having so treated it. My object is truth on 
a question of fact. The Sabbatarian tenet is the 
assertion of an historical fact, and the evidence which 
history is said to give of that fact, may, therefore, very 
properly be submitted to every test, which would be 
unobjectionable in the case of any serious fact not of 
a religious nature. There cannot, then, be any rea- 
sonable objection to subjecting the Sabbath question 
to an imaginary trial before some ordinary and com- 
petent tribunal; and I am completely protected in 
taking this course by an example, the authority of 
which will not be disputed ; I allude to Bishop Sher- 
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lock's " Trial of the Witnesses of the Resurrection of 
Jesus," which will be found in the fourth volume of 
the Bishop's " Discourses and Dissertations/' Oxford 
edition, 1812.* 

In my representation of the probable speeches of 
counsel, and the probable charge of the judge and ver- 
dict of the jury, in the supposed trial of the Sabbath 
question, it cannot have been reasonably expected of 
me, that I should represent these matters otherwise 
than according to my own views of that question, and 
which I conscientiously believe to be just views of it ; 
but in stating the evidence, which would be given on 

* This very able and ingenious defence of the Christian re- 
ligion, in the form of the trial of a question of fact, presents us 
with the whole array of a judicial court, — judge, jury, counsel, 
and auditory. I shall quote the conclusion of the trial, which, I 
apprehend, will be deemed all that is requisite to my justification 
in having resorted to the same test with respect to another his- 
torical fact, also pertaining to a religious subject. 

The bishop represents the trial as concluding thus : — 

** * Gentlemen of the jury,' (said the judge, after having 
summed up the evidence), * I have laid before you the substance 
of what has been said on both sides. You are now to consider of 
it, and to give your verdict.' 

" The jury consulted together, and the foreman rose up. 

** Foreman. My Lord, we are ready to give our verdict. 

*^ Judge. Are you all agreed? 

*^Jury. Yes. 

*' Judge. Who shall speak for you? 

" Jury. Our foreman. 

''Judge. What say you? Are the Apostles guilty of giving 
ffidse evidence in the case of the Resurrection of Jesus, or not 
guilty? 

** Foreman. Not Guilty." 
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the supposed trial, I am quite aware it was incumbent 
upon me not to take that opportunity of endeavouring 
to strengthen my case by overstepping, in any in- 
stance, the statement which I had previously made of 
the purport of the evidence deducible from the Six 
Texts. I trust I have executed that part of my duty 
with scrupulous exactness. In fact, the supposed 
trial ought to be, and I hope is, nothing more than 
my previous argument in another form,— ^a form, how- 
ever, which appears to me well adapted to impress the 
truth of the remark I have so frequently had occasion 
to make, that if the evidence which the Sabbatarians 
produce from the Christian Scriptures in support of 
their tenet, were examined with the same rigid regard 
to accuracy as it is customary to employ in the inves- 
tigation of all ordinary matters of fact of any real 
importance, it would incontestably appear, that in the 
Christian Scriptures no warrant is to be found for the 
belief that we are enjoined by divine authority to 
observe the Sunday, either as a Sabbath day, or as a 
stated day of " assembhng for the purpose of public 
worship and religious instruction."* 

* Paley's ** Philos." vol. ii. p. 91. 
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CHAPTER V. 



Counter-Evidence, 



The supposed judicial trial of the Sabbath question 
contained in the preceding chapter represents the 
anti-Sabbatarian advocate as assuming that the wit- 
nesses for the Sabbatarians had made out no case by 
their evidence, and that it was, therefore, unnecessary 
for him to call any, although he had witnesses of the 
greatest respectabihty in attendance, who could de- 
pose to facts which, in his opinion, would render it 
impossible for any sensible and impartial man to be- 
lieve that the first Christians observed the Sunday as 
a Sabbath, and to the last degree improbable, that 
they observed it as a stated day of pubHc worship. 

That course, however, which it might be safe for 
an anti-Sabbatarian advocate to adopt in a trial of the 
question, according to the rules and forms of a court 
of justice, it would not be safe for me to pursue in 
advocating the anti-Sabbatarian cause by the ordinary 
mode of conducting theological controversy ; for, al- 
though I may have shown, and, as I beUeve, have 
shown by the examination of the only evidence pro- 
duced by the Sabbatarians from Christian Scripture, 
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that no case is made out by that evidence, I cannot 
know — there is no public voice to tell me — in this 
stage of the discussion, what impression that exami- 
nation may have conununicated to the minds of 
others. I must, therefore, proceed to strengthen still 
further my argument against the Scripture evidence 
of the Sabbatarians by producing counter-evidence 
from the same source, as additional proof of the fact, 
which I contend for, that the first Christians did not 
observe the Sunday either as a Sabbath day or as a 
prayer day. 

And first, as to the alleged observance of it as a 
Sabbath. 

It is well known from Scripture history that many 
of the Jewish converts, long after their conversion, 
continued in the observance of the Mosaic Law, and 
that some of them, not content with their own adhe- 
sion to it, insisted that it was obligatory upon the 
converts made from the Gentiles. "And certain men 
which came down from Judaea (to Antioch) taught the 
brethren and said, Except ye be circumcised after the 
manner of Moses, ye cannot be saved." (Acts, xv.) 
This occurred in a.d. 52, about twenty years after the 
death of Christ. Paul and Barnabas who were then 
at Antioch, after some disputation with these judaizing 
Christians, went to Jerusalem to bring the question 
under the consideration of the Apostles. When they 
had arrived at Jerusalem, " There rose up certain of 
the sect of the Pharisees which believed, saying, that 
it was needful to circumcise them (the Gentile con- 
verts), and to command them to keep the law of 
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Moses/' But the Apostles determined otherwise. 
St. Peter, in giving his opinion, said, " Why tempt 
ye God to put a yoke upon the neck of the disciples, 
which neither our fathers nor we were able to bear?'* 
The discussion being concluded, "It pleased the 
Apostles and elders, with the whole Church, to send 
chosen men of their own company to Antioch, with 
Paul and Barnabas." They also wrote letters to the 
brethren of the Gentiles in Antioch, and Syria, and 
CiUcia, in which they say, "It seemed good to the 
Holy Ghost and to us to lay upon you no greater 
burthen than these necessary things, that ye abstain 
from meats offered to idols, and from blood, and from 
things strangled, and from fornication," (Acts, xv.) 

From what was thus said in the discussion at 
Jerusalem, both by the Pharisaical converts and by 
the Apostle Peter, and also from the 21st verse of the 
21st chapter of the Acts, (where it is stated to have 
been said to St. Paul, "Thou teachest all the Jews, 
which are among the Gentiles, to forsake Moses, 
saying, that they ought not to circumcise their child- 
ren, neither to walk after their customs/') it is evi- 
dent, that though the Jews who came down to An- 
tioch spoke only (so far as we are informed) of the 
rite of circumcision, their proceeding was considered, 
— and justly so — to involve in the question which it 
raised the whole law of ritual observances under the 
Mosaic dispensation ; and the decree contained in the 
letters of the Apostles to the brethren of the Gentiles, 
appears to have been framed accordingly. Hence it 
has always been argued by anti-Sabbatarian writers, 

N 
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and with good reason, that the Gentiles were thereby 
freed from all obligation to observe the law, except 
in the particulars mentioned in the decree ; and that 
as the Mosaic Sabbath was not one of the excepted 
particulars, the Gentiles were thereby and for ever 
thenceforth exempted from the observance of it. This 
inference from the Apostolic decree is so clearly just, 
that it can be evaded only, and then not successfully, 
by giving a different form to the argument. There 
are some Sabbatarians who would, perhaps, reply, — 
The decree did not absolve the Gentile converts from 
the obligation to observe the Sabbath; nevertheless, 
we agree that it did absolve them from observing it 
on the seventh day of the week, which was appointed 
for its observance by the Mosaic law ; but we say that 
it had been ordained by Christ, or by his authority 
(although the command is not now extant), that a 
Sabbath should be observed on the first dav of the 
\vc(*k instead of the seventh. To such a reply it 
Avould 1)0 obvious to object, that it assumes as a fact 
that which has no warrant in Scripture, for not only 
is no such conunand by Christ, or by his authority 
tliorc^ r(HX)rdcd, but there is, moreover, no allusion 
made to it, nor is any fact or circumstance mentioned 
which can be alleged as proof of a compliance with it. 
Thcu'e is also another objection to the supposed reply 
of the Sabbatarians, and it is this, that to observe the 
Sabbath on any other than the seventh day of the 
W(H»k, wouhl have been so manifest a departure from 
*' the customs," that, if Christ had ordained it, or his 
Apostles by his authority, it is very surprising that a 
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feet of such vast importance should not have been 
adverted to in a debate upon a question as to the 
obhgation of those customs, or that, if it be supposed 
it had been adverted to, the historian should have 
omitted all notice of what passed respecting it. Some 
Sabbatarians, indeed, assert, but without any evidence 
to support the assertion, that the Jewish converts ob- 
, served the Sabbath both on the new and on the old 
Sabbath day ; and it may be admitted to be the ge- 
neral opinion, that many of the Jewish converts did 
continue in the observance of the seventh-day-of-the- 
week Sabbath till the final aboUtion of the ritual law 
of Moses by the destruction of the temple. But if 
they did so this very fact carries with it a strong pre- 
sumption that no other Sabbath day was then ob- 
served by Jew or Gentile ; for it is most improbable, 
and without positive evidence is not to be believed, 
that Jews, bound by their conversion to Christianity 
to observe the alleged ordinance of Christ to keep the 
Sabbath on the first day of the week, and of course 
thereby absolved from all religious obligation to ob- 
serve it on any other day, should voluntaiily, and 
merely from attachment to the customs of their an- 
cestors, observe also the old Sabbath day ; thus, in 
this instance, doubhng the pressure of that yoke, 
which St. Peter said in the discussion at Jerusalem, 
" neither our fathers nor we were able to bear." 

But there is stiU another circumstance to be 
noticed, which is of itself, independent of all other 
evidence, conclusive as a proof that no other than the 
old Jewish Sabbath day was known in the time of the 



\ywr7i»» fz s. 'laiK '3e C&rscsaD Sopliires make 
m :ni»Tii:a:a :t hit nf^ Siiccac& ^ new Sobbadi day; 
?>iiL 'JL "^le: xncrsr^. nexxcani dae^ ofid Sabhath and 

mfiRnciXT cf 3zrr rnirer Sabfaid^ hsiin? been then in 
ex^o^TU^^. or cc xziT ocriiT Sdbfcock dar Invnig been at 
thdiT Jin^jfz cb^erred. F:t is is geHt tie Sdbbath or 
ii^ f*^yb«zk dasT zkas. k diioe spoken of; and the 
Jk6niyt artkie cooLd nercr bare been used c» soch 
fMXS^jf^ hr anr OuisCian wiiicr, if anr other than 
the old Jewish Sabbath and Sabbath dar had been 
known to him. 

Let ns look to some instances c£ the use <tf the 
definite article upon the occasioDS lefened to. I 
select the four following from the book of the Acts. 

1. In the 13th chapter, v. 14, it is said, "Thqr 
rpaul and his company) came to Antioch, in Pisidia, 
and went into the svna^osne on the Sabbath dav." 

2. In verse 42 of the same chapter, it is said, 
''And when the Jews were gone out of the syna- 
gogue, the Gentiles besought that these words might 
}k; preached to them the next Sabbath." 

a. With the expectation that the request would be 
(x^mplied with, the Gentiles came again on the next 
Sabbath day, as we find from v. 44, " And the next 
Sabbath day came almost the whole city together to 
lujar the word of God." 

In the two first of the above instances the use of 
tho definite article is unquestionably inaccurate, if 
th(;re was at the time spoken of more than one Sab- 
bath in (jxistcnce; and with regard to the third in- 



COUNTER-EVIDENCE. 181 

stance, " And the next Sabbath day came almost the 
whole city/* it is obvious to remark, that this should 
mean the very next day after the request, to hear the 
words again, was made, if there was then a first-day- 
of-the-week Sabbath, as well as a seventh ; yet no one 
beheves that by "the next Sabbath day" any other 
day was here intended than the next old Sabbath 
day.* 

4. But the remaining instance, though not more 
decisive, is more striking perhaps than any. In chap, 
xvi. 13, we read, "And on the Sabbath f we (St. 
Luke, the writer of the Acts, and St. Paul, and their 
companions), went out of the city (PhiUppi) by a 
river side, where prayer was wont to be made.'' No 
one doubts but that in this instance the old Sabbath 
day is intended, and therefore the use of the definite 
article in speaking of it indisputably shows that it was 
the only Sabbath day then known : for that the writer 
should know that there was another, that other being 
one which as a Christian he himself observed, and 
which as a Christian he must believe was ordained to 
supersede the old Sabbath day, and yet that he should 
call the latter "the Sabbath day" is incredible. We 

* Heylyn remarks upon the text, "And the next Sabhath 
day came almost the whole city," that " it seems the Lord's day 
was not grown as yet into any credit, especially not into the 
repute of the Jewish Sabbath ; for if it had, St. Paul might easily 
have told these Gentiles * that the next day would be a more con- 
venient time,' and indeed opus diei in die suo, the doctrine of the 
resurrection on the day thereof." 

t T^ riifci^u rSf o-etHdrnt — and on the Sabbath day. 
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have here, therefore, indirectly, but undoubtedly, th 
testimony of St. Luke to the fact, that there was no^ 
such institution in existence as a Christian Sabbath at ^ 
the time when the book of the Acts was written, ^ 
which was more than thirty years after the death of*3 
Christ and the promulgation of his Gospel. 

To these proofs from the Acts that Sunday was no ^ 
Sabbath in the days of the Apostles, some well-known j 
passages might here be added from the epistles of St. - 
Paul, clearly proving the same fact; but as I shall J 
have occasion to quote those passages when producing ^ 
counter-evidence on the question whether the Sunday " 
was observed as a prayer day, I shall close for the pre- 
sent the counter-evidence on the question, whether it 
was observed as a Sabbath. 

With respect, then, to the question of the Sunday 
having in the time of the Apostles been observed as 
a prayer day (a stated day of assembling for public 
worship and religious instruction), I have, in the first 
place, in opposition to the Sabbatarian proof on this 
point, to repeat the remark I have before made, that 
although the history of the Acts of the Apostles com- 
prises a period of thirty-two years, it nowhere men- 
tions, or alludes to, a custom of meeting on the first 
day of the week for any purpose ; nor does it record a 
single instance of a meeting having been held on that 
day of the week for the purpose of public prayer and 
religious instruction, the meeting at Troas, usually 
quoted as an instance, not having been held on that 
day for that purpose, as I have already sufficiently 
proved. 
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In the next place, I may remark that the epistles 
of the New Testament, written by St. Paul and four 
other of the Apostles, though not in an historical 
form, give valuable information as to various practices 
which prevailed in the Church in their time : yet in 
none of their epistles do they make mention of any 
meeting having been held on the first day of the week, 
or of any custom among Christians to meet on that 
day. There is but one passage in these epistles which 
is supposed even to allude to such a custom — the text 
from Corinthians — and this supposition is a conjecture 
and nothing more, and which, as I have shown, can 
be effectually met by conjectures more probable to the 
contrary. 

The epistles are twenty-one in number, and in 
point of date range over a period of thirty years or 
more (a.d. 52, to between a.d. 80 and 90).* Ad- 
verting very circumstantially, as they sometimes do, 
to the practices and usages of the Church (I allude 
particularly to the epistles of St. Paul), it is passing 
strange that they should never be found to commend 
the observance of the weekly day of pubUc prayer, or 
to reprove the neglect of it, or even to make casual 
mention of it, if the fact really was, that when the 
Apostles wrote those epistles the observance of the 
first day of the week as a stated day of public prayer 

* The earliest epistles in point of date, according to Dr. 
Lardner, are those of St. Paul to the Thessalonians, a.d. 52 ; the 
latest, those of St. John, the first of which he places in ahout 
A.D. 80, and the second and third between a.d. 80 and 90.— 
Credibility, vol. vi. 
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hsA come into use bj tbe CSuifitiaii Gnnxh &s one of 
its religious duties : espedaUj if the costom owed its 
origin to an injunction of tbe Apostlefi, and still mxe 
if to a command of Christ.* 

* ** lu thfi first epistle of Paul to the Coiintbians," setb Mr. 
GunuiV, p. 77, " Brief Remarks." '* we hare a Ibrelj desmptioii, 
fin*t, of their meetiogs for worsliip ; and seocmdlT, of tiieir bre- 
tnwitjfi.** Of the meetings for worship the deBcr^rtiaii is indeed 
ahuudniitly lively : for it appears that the Conntfaiaii ocmrertB 
were so proue to speak in unknown tongues (and without inter- 
preting, or procuring others to interpret, wimt they said), that 
Ht. Paul was obliged to reprove them for it. which he did on the 
^eommoU'Sense principle, that words not understood oonld never 
edify tlxe hearers. (Ch. xiv. 2, 9, 13, 27, 28.) They were also so 
very eager to exercise their newly-acquired gifit of prophesying, 
tlmt Ht, Paul, to prevent confusion (xiv. 33), told them to "pro- 
yhnay one by one"('n). 

it HiivniH not a littb^ extraordinarv that Mr. Gumev should 
v*inf,ur« to iipjxiul, oh he does, to this and the 11th chapter of the 
tsiiihllo for iUii purpOHO of proving tliat the Christians of Corinth 
iiHw<;nibbMl for worsliip particularly on the first day of the week. 
il<j tinyti of tli(; ijK'ctitigs for worship mentioned in these chapters, 
'* Now that tlicho UH'Attln^H took place on the Jirst day of the week, 
w<i iiro furiiirtlujd witli iricJdontal evidence in the same epistle." 
Mr. Ounioy must of course be here taken to mean positive evi- 
ib^iK'H ; for oth(?rwis(3 liis remark has no meaning in it. The 
ti))ilJiot " inciibuital " lias notliing to do with the quality of the 
uviJnncn. Ilo inigljL, aud ouglit rather to have said, " We are 
furuinhtitl witli ovidcucuj incidentally in the same epistle." He 
would thou Imvn stood clearly 2)lcdged to produce evidence of a 
positivt^ (character. Hut what is it that he does produce? Is it 
any passagti frt)ni tlu) saino portion of the epistle in which St. Paul 
is spoaking of tlm nioctings hold by the Corinthians ? Not so. Is 
it any twidtuiiuj plainly and indisputably referable to those meet- 
ings '.* No such thing. It is this ; and it occurs in a subsequent 
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Surely the total silence maintained upon this topic 
by all the five Apostles who wrote those twenty-one 
epistles, is an irresistible inferential proof that in the 

portion of the epistle, which relates to a new subject, " That these 
meetings," says Mr. Gumey, "took place on ihejirst day of the 
week, we are furnished with incidental evidence in the same 
epistle. Paul commands collections to be made at Corinth * upon 
the first day of the week ' for the poor saints of Jerusalem ; and 
he expressly states that he had given the same directions to the 
Churches of Galatia." Is this, I ask, positive evidence, or any- 
thing approaching to it ? Does St. Paul himself tell us that he 
appointed the first day of the week, because on that particular day 
the Christians at Corinth and in Galatia assembled for worship ? 
That would indeed have been evidence, but "we are furnished " 
with nothing of the kind. The evidence produced by Mr. Gurney 
is merely conjectural, which is of all species of evidence the most 
illusory and unsatisfactory. This conjecture (founded upon the 
direction to the Corinthians, in ch. xvi. 1, 2) is, I am aware, 
not peculiar to Mr. Gumey. All Sabbatarians affect to call it 
evidence of this alleged fact. But Mr. Gumey dresses it up in a 
form peculiarly his own, and thus gives an air of plausibility to 
it which it would not otherwise possess. He subjoins this com- 
ment : " It is obvious that this particular day was fixed for these 
subscriptions, because the regular meetings of the Church would 
afford the opportunity of their being easily gathered. Accord- 
ingly (adds Mr. Gumey, and let us well note the expression 
" accordingly,") we find from Justin Martyr, that after the congre- 
gational worship of the early Christians on the Lord's day, money 
was always collected for the benefit of the poor." Thus does Mr. 
Gumey endeavour, by the use of the connecting phrase " accord- 
ingly," to persuade his readers into the belief that the practice of 
Christians, nearly an hundred years after the time when St. Paul 
wrote to the Corinthians, was of course the practice of Christians 
in St. Paul s time : which, if his readers were induced to believe, 
would in their minds convert the conjectural into positive proof, 
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time of the Apostles there was no custom in the 
Church of assembUng for public worship specially on 
the first day of the week. 

Where, I would ask, do we find any inferential 
proof so strong as this in support of the Sabbatarian 
assertion that such a custom did exist P It is nowhere 
to be found. 

Yet strong as is the proof last stated of the non- 
observance of the first day of the week in the time ol 
the Apostles, it is slight in comparison with thai 
which still remains to be produced : I allude to certaiii 
passages in — 



that the Christians at Corinth, and in Galatia, and everywheit 
else at the date of St Paul's epistle, held their stated meetings 
for worship on the first day of the week. 

But to return from this digression, in the course of which ] 
fear I may have needlessly repeated some of the remarks befor< 
made (p. 101), when examining the Text No. V. I again express 
my surprise that Mr. Gumey should appeal to the llth and 14tl 
chapters of this epistle, as leading him to a proof that the firsi 
day of the week was the particular day on which the Corinthianf 
of that period held their religious meetings. The notice whicl 
St. Paul takes of the lively extravagancies perpetrated at thos< 
meetings seems to me to point to a conclusion exactly the reverse 
it appearing from their strange proceedings far more probable tha 
the Christians at Corinth met every day than that they shoulc 
meet only one day in the week. It is scarcely conceivable tha 
such a people should be able to restrain the ebullitions of thei] 
enthusiasm for a whole week together. As Greeks they wer< 
lively by nature, and as new and zealous converts to a new reH 
gion, they would naturally be, and from St. Paul's reproofs U 
them evidently were, impatient of inaction, and were therefore fai 
more likely to assemble in their Church (xi. 18) every day in thi 
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ST. PAUL'S EPISTLES, 

"^hich, so far as I am aware, are never quoted by 
Sabbatarian writers; and why? Because the evi- 
dence which they disclose on the Sabbath question is 
strikingly opposed to the Sabbatarian tenet. They 
-^re, indeed, sometimes commented upon by Sabbata- 
rians, when translating or annotating St. Paul's 
lEpistles; but this is not quoting them in con- 
troversy. 

These well-known and remarkable passages occur 
dn the Epistles to the Galatians, the Romans, and the 
Colossians ; and they are applicable both to the ques- 
tion, whether the Sunday was observed as a Sabbath 

week, than on one day only ; in so doing following the example 
set them by the first converts to Christianity, who, " continuing 
daily with one accord in the temple, and breaking bread from 
house to house, did eat their meat with gladness and singleness 
of heart, praising God, and having favour with all the people," 
(Acts, ii. 46, 47.) 

But all Protestants, when they reason upon the question, 
whether the first Christians statedly observed the first day of the 
week, and upon the purport of the text in Corinthians (xvi. 1, 2) 
in reference to that question, are, I suspect, very apt to be biassed 
towards the opinion that such was the practice of the first Christ- 
ians by the habit which they themselves have (a habit peculiar to 
Protestants), of frequenting church but one day out of seven, and 
on all other days keeping the church itself shut up, and impene- 
trable to the devout or the curious, except on payment of a fee to 
the keeper of its keys ; whilst in Catholic countries (as was the 
case in our own in Catholic times), the churches are open every 
day, and all day long, for the purposes of congregational and indi- 
vidual devotion. 
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day, and to the question, whether, if not so observed^ 
it was observed as a prayer day. 

EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS. 

To the Galatians St. Paul writes (a.d. 52 or 53*), 
" Ye observe days, and months, and times, and years. 
I am afraid of you, lest I have bestowed upon you 
labour in vain,"t (iv. 10, 11.) No one can deny that 
whatever the practice may have been which St. Paul 
here refers to, his remark upon it betokens disappro- 
bation of it, and we may feel perfectly sure, that 
what he disapproved of in other Christians he did not 
practise himself. Whatever, therefore, were the days 
which he alludes to as being observed by the Gala- 
tians, it is certain that he himself observed them 
not. 

Was, then, the first day of the week (our Sunday) 
one of the days which were at that time observed by 
the Galatians, or was it not ? If it was not observed 

* As to the dates of St. Paul's Epistles, I have followed 
Dr. Lardner, as being those which I believe are most approved 
by modern divines. They differ a little from those given in the 
old chronological index of the Oxford 4to. edition of the Bible. 
Nothing, however, in the present argument turns upon this 
difference in dates. See ante, p. 105, note. 

f Some translators give this passage interrogatively, " Do ye 
observe days and months," &c. ? But this, if correct, would make 
no difference in the argument, or, if any, would still more clearly 
show that the practice, at least by the Galatians, was new, since 
it was till then not known by St. Paul, and then not known 
with certainty, for he inquires if it be the fact. 
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by them, there is at once an end of the Sabbatarian 
case, for it is impossible to suppose that there could 
ever have existed any precept of Christ, or of his 
Apostles by his authority, to observe the first day of 
the week, and that the practice of observing it should 
not, from the very first issuing of the precept, have 
become universal in the Christian Church. 

That, however, the Galatians did not become ob- 
servers of the Sunday upon their becoming converts 
to Christianity, is apparent from the text itself. St. 
Paul writes to them, " Ye observe days, and months, 
and times, and years ; I am afraid of you lest I have 
Ijestowed upon you labour in vain." This he says 
after he had been staying with them ; and he un- 
questionably speaks of the circumstance, which he 
mentions as though he had been apprised of it since 
he left them. Consequently, when he was with them, 
they did not observe any days, or months, or times, or 
years, therefore not the Sunday. 

If, on the other hand, it be assumed that the Sun- 
day was one of the days which the Galatians had 
begun to observe, it follows that that day was one of 
those which St. Paul disapproved of their observing, 
since he does not except it ; and any practice disap- 
proved of by him could not have been one that had 
originated in a precept of Christ or of his Apostles. 
Whichever branch of the dilemma the Sabbatarians 
adopt, their choice is an acceptance of the testimony 
of an Apostle to the fact,, that, in the time of the 
Apostles, the Sunday was not esteemed more holy 
than any other day of the week. 
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It msT. indeied^ be argoed in reply, that, suppos- 
ii^ the pnctice of distrnguishmg the Sunday, by tHe 
reiigious ofasiaTaDce o£ it. had been enjoined, and had 
become in cooseqaence nnrrersaUj estabhshed, there 
was no need for St. Paul to except it This I deny. 
*' Ye obserre dap I am afraid of you," is lan- 
guage much too strong not to require an exception to 
be made, if any day whateyer was intended to be 

m m 

excepted. St. Piaul would, moreoyer, in the case sup- 
posed, haye gk»ied in excepting a day which by 
diyine authosity and appointment had then become 
sacred in the estimation of the Church of Christ. 

Before closing my remarks upon the text in 6a- 
latians, it may be proper I should admit that, in what 
St. Paul there says to the Galatians, he does not, as 
some have supposed, positively condemn the observ- 
ance of davs. This would have been inconsistent 
vnxh the tolerant language used by him upon that 
subject in his Epistles to the Romans and the Co- 
lossians, which I am about to refer to. He does, 
however, in his Epistle to the Galatians, express an 
anxious apprehension, that evil results may follow 
from such obser\ances. What those results might be, 
he has no farther intimated than by saying, they 
might be such as to render vain all the labour he had 
bestowed upon them. Possibly he might fear a re- 
lapse into Judaism or heathenism, or he might think 
that the observance of any day, even of Sunday (if we 
suppose the Galatians to have begun to observe it), 
would, though perfectly innocent, and in some respects 
praiseworthy in itself, degenerate into an extravagant 
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and superstitious regard for the day, which he well 
knew was the case with the Jewish Pharisees in his 
time as to the old Sabbath. 

He might also, and with good reason, be appre- 
hensive that many unreflecting persons would thus be 
led into the behef that the rehgious observance of one 
particular day in a week, or other stated period, 
would to some extent atone for irreUgious and im- 
moral conduct upon all other days. 

EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 

Let us now turn to St. Paul's Epistle to the 
Romans. It was written a.d. 58, about six years after 
that to the Galatians. It appears from the 14th 
chapter of this Epistle, that there were contentions at 
that time among the Christians at Rome as to the 
obligation of observing days ; one man esteeming one 
day above another, and another man esteeming all 
days alike. From the same chapter of the Epistle, it 
appears that there were contentions also as to eating, 
or refraining from eating, particular meats. Anno- 
tators upon this chapter have remarked that "the 
reverence which the Jewish converts still retained for 
the Mosaical law made them scrupulous in several 
matters, of themselves indifferent, such as the use of 
particular meats, and the observation of certain days ; 
while the Gentile Christians openly indulged them- 
selves in perfect liberty from such restrictions, not 
without some contempt of the Jewish scruples. The 
Apostle here exhorts both parties to mutual forbear- 
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ance," (Pyle and Burkitt, in D'Oyly and Mant's 
Notes.) 

The question as to meats forms no part of the 
subject in discussion; but I cannot correctly state 
St. Paul's censure of those who judged one another 
respecting the observance of days without quoting 
passages which relate to the question of meats, as St. 
Paul blends the two subjects together. In the second 
and some subsequent verses of the chapter St. Paul 
says, " One believeth that he may eat all things ; 
another, who is weak, eateth herbs. Let not him 
that eateth despise him that eateth not ; and let not 
him which eateth not, judge him that eateth .... 
Who art thou that judgest another man's servant ? To 
his own master he standeth or falleth .... One man 
esteemeth one day above another, another esteemeth 
every day ahke. Let every man be fully persuaded in 
his own mind.* He that regardeth the day regardeth 
it unto the Lord, and he that regardeth not the day, 
to the Lord he doth not regard it. He that eateth 
eateth to the Lord, for he givcth God thanks ; and he 
that eateth not, to the Lord he eateth not, and giveth 
God thanks .... Why dost thou judge thy brother ? 
or why dost thou set at nought thy brother ? for we 

* Dr. Doddridge's translation is, Let every man freely enjoy 
his own sentiment. He says, in a note, " Critics have observed 
that the word ^Xn^o^o^ua-Sect (the Greek verb used in the text) is 
most properly applied to a ship which is carried on by the wind 
and tide, with all its sails spread to forward it, and nothing to 
obstruct it; and so the meaning is, Lot him go on in his own 
way without impediment.' — DoDDRinut: s Family Exjwsltor. 
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shall all stand before the judgment-seat of Christ. 
.... Let us not therefore judge one another any 
more." 

Here, then, we have again to remark, that whatever 
were the days about the observance of which disputes 
•had arisen, St. Paul's language on the occasion proves 
beyond question that he was indifferent to them all. 
No one can deny that St. Paul means to tell the 
Roman converts, that whether they refrained, or did 
not refrain, from eating particular meats, it was a 
matter of indifference in a reUgious point of view ; nor 
can any one deny that he places the observance or 
non-observance of days upon precisely the same foot- 
ing ; and it would be scarcely too much to affirm that 
St. Paul names Christ himself as his authority for the 
indifference which he professes to the observance of days. 
For in a passage subsequent to those above quoted he 
does name this high authority for his indifference on 
the question of meats. " I know," he says, " and am 
persuaded by the Lord Jesus, that there is nothing un- 
clean of itself ; but to him that esteemeth any thing to 
be unclean, to him it is unclean," (v. 14.) We are 
here strikingly reminded of the similar phraseology in 
which (in v. 5) he had spoken of the observance of 
days : " One man esteemeth one day above another ; 
another esteemeth every day alike." It is natural 
therefore to infer, and it would be somewhat hyper- 
critical to deny, that St. Paul meant his declaration of 
the source of his persuasion respecting meats to extend 
to that which he held respecting days. He gives not 

o 
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the slightest hint to the contraiy, although his two 
subjects are so intimately linked together* in his ar- 
gument and admonitions, that if what he had said 
respecting days had not had the sanction of Christ, he 
would scarcely have failed to notice in an especial 
manner a distinction of such importance between 
the two subjects upon which he was treating at the 
same time. 

Whatever opinion may be formed upon this latter 
point, no doubt can possibly be entertained but that 
St. Paul's reproof of intolerance appUes equally to 
both subjects. Consequently he must be considered 
as censuring in the strongest terms those who took 
upon themselves to judge such of their feUow-Christ- 
ians as did not " esteem one day above another." He 
also as expressly reproves those who censured the ob- 
servance of days by such as conscientiously believed it 
was proper to observe them. In either case, St. Paul 
in substance declares that the dictates of conscience 
were to be followed, and that the conduct of all who 
were thus guided by what they deemed to be their 
duty in regard to the observance or non-observance of 
days was to be approved and respected instead of 
being questioned and condemned. 

* *' Intimately linked together." Particularly so in verse 6, 
where exactly the same form of expressing his sentiment is ap- 
plied to each subject : " He that regardeth the day, regardeth it 
unto the Lord : and he that regardeth not the day, to the Lord 
he doth not regard it. He that eateth, eateth to the Lord ; and 
he that eateth not, to the Lord he eateth not." 
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But it is impossible that St. Paul could thus leave 
it to the private judgment of every man to detennine 
whether he ought or ought not to observe the Sunday, 
if that day had, either by Christ or by his Apostles, 
been enjoined to be observed ; and if the observance of 
it had been thus enjoined, why did St. Paul not 
except it when expressing his own indiflference to the 
observance of days ? To this question I could myself 
imagine no answer, except that which I supposed 
might be given to the like question upon the text 
from Galatians, namely, that what all knew he must 
intend to except, there was no need to except. But 
that St. Paul should a second time forbear from mak- 
ing an exception so natiu-al and proper to be made is 
most improbable ; and as in the present text it is 
clear beyond dispute that the language he uses amounts 
to a permission to every man to esteem every day 
alike, it is more than improbable, it seems incredible, 
that in giving a license to treat all days ahke, St. 
Paul should not have qualified that license by excepting 
a day regarded by him as sacred, if any such there 
were. 

Another answer, however, is attempted to be 
given by Sabbatarians to the question why St. Paul 
did not make the exception. The late Mr. Belsham, 
in his translation of and comments upon St. Paul's 
Epistles, says, with reference to the text from the 
Epistle to the Romans, that the reason why St. Paul 
did not except the Sunday was this : — St. Paul was 
not then treating of Christian worship. 
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That I may not weaken this plea by a short state- 
ment of it, I shall state it at length in the author's 
own words, which are as follow : — 

" ' One man esteemeth one day above another ; but 
another man esteemeth every day alike. Let every one 
freely enjoy his oton opinion.^ 

"The converted Jew observes his Sabbaths, his 
new moons, his fasts, and his festivals. The Gentile 
believer, unaccustomed to Sabbatical distinctions of 
every kind, regards all his time as equally appropriated 
to God, and does not esteem any one day as more 
holy than another. 

" * He who regardeth the day^ regardeth it to the 
Lord ; and he who disregardeth the day^ disregardeth 
it to the Lord' 

" There is no meaning in language if the Apostle 
does not here pronounce that all Sabbatical dis- 
tinctions are aboUshed under the Christian law. The 
Apostle uses the utmost latitude of expression : what- 
ever is fit and lawful upon one day is fit and lawful 
upon another, without any distinction between the 
first or the seventh and any other day of the week. 
But mark, the Apostle is not treating upon the subject 
of Christian worship ; this is undoubtedly a duty of 
universal obligation, which, for the sake of order and 
decency, must necessarily be carried on at some 
convenient and appropriate season. Nor is he to be 
understood as saying anything to contravene that 
ancient and useful practice which the Christian Church 
in all ages has derived from the Apostles, of observing 
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the first day of the week as a Christian festival for the 
religious and joyful commemoration of the death of 
Christ, and of his resurrection on the third day. The 
opposition made by the Apostle is to Sabbatical impo- 
sitions, not to religious institutions." — Tlie Epistles of 
Paul the Apostle, translated by the Rev. Thomas 
Belsham, minister of Essex Street Chapel. London, 
1822. Vol. i. 169. Quarto edition. 

I entirely concur in the opinion that Christian 
worship is a duty, and that to render the performance 
of this duty really efficacious in its true object, that of 
promoting religion and good morals among the wor- 
shippers, it must necessarily be carried on at some 
convenient and appropriate season, and should include 
in its services Christian instruction in aU things per- 
taining to " our duty towards God, and our duty 
towards our neighbours,"* But Mr. Belsham, as we 
see, goes a step beyond this, and asserts that the 
ancient practice of observing the first day of the week 
for Christian worship is derived from the Apostles. 
This, for reasons already given, 1 deny. Mr. Belsham 
states no ground for the opinion on which the asser- 
tion is founded, but there can be little doubt it was 
formed fi^om the superficial, matter-of-course examina- 
tion usually made of the Six Texts, in which everything 
wished to be found in them is taken for granted 
beforehand, and nothing adverse to that wish there- 
fore is required to be proved. With Mr. Belsham's 
opinion, however, upon this point, I have no concern, 

* " Church Catechism." 
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I quote his statement of it solely from a desire to set 
forth fully, and in his own words, the plea set up by 
him to accoimt for St. Paul's not excepting the Sun- 
day, when giving to every man the license of re- 
garding, or not regarding, days. 

St. Paul, he says, is not here treating upon 
the subject of Christian worship. How so ? He is 
telling the Christians at Rome, that, whether they 
regarded the day to the Lord or disregarded the day 
to the Lord, it mattered not. He is, therefore, 
treating upon the subject of the religious observance 
of days by Christians. What else, I would ask, is 
this but " treating upon the subject of Christian wor- 
ship?" I confess my inability to perceive the thin 
distinction, if any there be, between these two sub- 
jects. I am, on this occasion, as on many others, not 
a little surprised that such shallow reasoning should 
satisfy the minds of learned and able theologians, even 
when biassed by their hope and anxiety to find in 
" troublesome words" {voces inopportune*) nothing 
upon examination that is adverse to their precon- 
ceived and long-cherished opinions. 

* " ImportuncB vocis (^««y) latuit elegantia,'' says an anno- 
tator when vexed with a word which stood in the way of the 
interpretation he wished to give to a passage in Ignatius, which I 
shall have occasion to refer to hereafter. 
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EPISTLE TO THE COLOSSIANS. 

Four years after St. Paul wrote his Epistle to the 
Romans, he wrote one to the Colossians, a.d. 62, and 
in this he repeats still more pointedly his injunction, 
that no man should vex and censure another for not 
being an observer of days. His words are these : 
*'Let no man, therefore, judge you in meat or in 
drink, or in respect of an holy day, or of the new 
moon, or of the Sabbath days, which are a shadow of 
things to come," (ii. 16, 17.) 

" Sabbath days ! " " Let no man judge you in 
respect of the Sabbath days !" When St. Paul uses 
language so strong and expUcit as this, and without 
any exception or qualification, it is inconsistent with 
common sense to believe that a Christian Sabbath, in 
the strict and proper sense of the word Sabbath, was 
then observed. The same remark will, upon due 
consideration, be found appUcable also to the question, 
whether there then existed a Christian Sabbath in the 
other sense of the word — that of a prayer day ? If 
the first day of the week had become, by divine ap- 
pointment, appropriated to the services of rehgion, it 
had become " an holy day" to Christians ; yet St. 
Paul directs that no man shall judge another in re- 
spect of "an holy day." There could, therefore, at 
that time be no day in the week, neither the first nor 
the seventh, nor any other, which a Christian was by 
his rehgious duty bound specially to observe. This to 
me appears so clear and indisputable, that in giving 
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reaftoDs far mr opiiiian, I seem to be engaged in tbe 
ustelt^fis task of prming a trtdsm, irliich no ooe wiU 
dispute : jei it is not admitted, for to admit it would 
be to give up the whole case at once on the part d 
the Sabbatarians. Ther, however, do not venture 
to approach the t<*rts here quoted from St. Paul's 
Epistles when discxissing the Sabbath question in 
tivatises pK>fessedly written upon that subject. It is 
onlv, as I beheve, when commenting generally on the 
Epistle*, that they introdnce, and then, as it were 
casually, upon thc^e tests, remarks to explain away 
their anti-Sabbatarian tendencv. Mr. Belsham, 
though he has a long note upon the words " Sab- 
bath davs'* in the text from the CSolossians,* carefully 
avoids any direct comment upon the wtnds " an holy 
day/' In his note upon " Sabbath-days," however, he 
ven' adroitly takes occasion to tell his readers, that 
although the text proves that ''the old Sabbath is 
expressly repealed/' and that ''no new one is en- 
joined in its stead/' they must always keep "in mind 
the ver}' ob\'ious and important distinction between 
the Lord's dav as a weeklv relicrious festival and as a 
day of Sabbatical rest." What I when in the very 
same text " an holy day " (^and such was the Lord's 
day if of divine ap|X)intment) is expressly mentioned, 
as well as "Sabbath days?" What amazing incon- 
sistency ! If the text be an authority for believins; 
that no man thenceforth should be called to account 
for not observing Sabbaths, it is equally an authority 

* Vol. ii. p. i260. 
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for the beUef that no man is under an obUgation to 
observe " an holy day." True it is that Mr. Belsham, 
Uterally speaking, could not comment upon the words 
"an holy day/' which we find in this text, as translated 
in our Bibles, for he translates the original of " an holy 
day " by the word " festival." " Let no man, there- 
fore, call you to account about meat or drink, or with 
respect to a festival, or a new moon, or Sabbaths," 
is his version of the text ; nor can any objection be 
made to " festival," as a substitute for " an holy day," 
as the Greek word in the text (iogrjjg) may very pro- 
perly be translated " a festival," meaning, however, a 
reUgious festival, for in no other sense can it be here 
translated. Where, then, is the difference between " a 
festival" and "an holy day?" Mr. Belsham would 
himself have to confess there is none ; for, speaking 
of the Lord's day in the very sentence which has 
just been quoted from his note, he calls it " a weekly 
religious festival ;" and in his comment upon the text 
from the Bx)mans (see ante, p. 197), he advocates the 
observance of " the first day of the week as a Christ- 
ian festival." Yet upon the prohibition in the text 
from Colossians to call any man "to account with 
respect to a festival" (Mr. Belsham's own translation), 
Mr. Belsham has not a single comment to offer for 
the purpose of explaining why this prohibition does 
not extend to his " Christian festival" on the first day 
of the week. This part of the text was too strong 
against him for a " Lord's day " comment. 

How glaring is the improbabiUty that St. Paul, 
when treating in three of his Epistles upon the subject 
of the reUgious observance of days, should, on no one 
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i^or I.Im;w; vuririuH rofisons, I do with the utmost 
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confidence aflSnn and maintain, that the Epistles of 
St. Paul, himself an Apostle, present us with proof, 
not in this instance the less decisive, because it is 
inferential (so strong are the inferences), that, in the 
time of the Apostles, the observance of Sunday, either 
as a Sabbath day or as a prayer day, had not become 
the practice of the Christian Chiu'ch. 

With such cogent and superabundant evidence as 
I have here collected and stated from Christian Scrip- 
ture, in refutation of the Sabbatarian tenet, whilst 
there is not any evidence deducible from that Scrip- 
ture in support of the tenet, but such as, when 
touched by " the rude hand of inquiry," shrinks into 
utter insignificance ; may we not with justice exclaim. 
What a wonderful phenomenon, with reference to our 
reasoning faculties, is the prevalence of Sabbatarian 
behef ! Such dazzling, unsubstantial phenomena axe, 
however, by no means rare in the misty regions of 
theology. Observe yon Protestant divine, a sincere 
and rigid Sabbatarian: he is gazing with unfeigned 
astonishment on the splendid errors of CathoUcism ; 
the awful doctrine of transubstantiation has just de- 
veloped itself to his view. Preposterous delusion ! 
alike opposed to reason and to Scripture! Impious 
invention of presumptuous man ! Such are his re- 
flections; yet is that doctrine as implicitly believed 
by the multitude, and as strenuously, ably, and ho- 
nestly defended by the talented, the learned, and the 
pious, as is the unscriptural doctrine of a Christian 
Sabbath. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

On the Practice and Example of the Jpostles with 
reference to the Religious Observance of the 
Sunday. 

As from what has been said in the preceding chap- 
ters, it is clear that the Sunday was not in any 
manner observed as a reUgions festival by the Christian 
Church in the time of the Apostles, and that, conse- 
quently, the observance of it as such could not have 
been recommended or sanctioned by their practice 
and example, the present chapter may be considered 
superfluous. But such vast stress is laid upon the 
alleged example of the Apostles in regard to Sunday 
observance in all Sabbatarian tracts, treatises, and 
sermons, so ostentatiously is that example referred to 
by Sabbatarians on all occasions as an historical fact, 
which no one thinks of denying or disputing, that, 
after some hesitation, I have come to the opinion, that 
an express notice and separate discussion of this im- 
portant topic is at least expedient, if not absolutely 
required. 

The Apostles (say the Sabbatarians) have by their 
own practice set us an example of the reUgious ob- 
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servance of the Sunday. That is the proposition. 
But if the proposition be true, there ought to be some 
well-authenticated instances on record of the Sun- 
day having been so observed by the Apostles, or 
by some of them; where are we to look for these 
instances? We naturally turn for such information 
to that portion of Scripture which is entitled " The 
Acts of the Apostles." There, if anywhere, should it 
be found. Yet what do we learn of the Apostles from 
that source in respect of Sunday observance ? Of the 
Apostles collectively, nothing. We are nowhere told 
in it, that they observed a Sabbath on the first day of 
the week, or that they observed that day of the week 
in particular as a day of prayer. It is not even any- 
where stated in the Acts that they on any one oc- 
casion met together on the first day of the week.* 
From the book of the Acts, therefore, we derive no 
information whatever of the practice of the Apostles 
collectively in regard to Sunday observance. What, 
then, does the book tell us of them individually on 
this, or, indeed, on any subject ? Much of Paul and 
Peter, but only on other subjects than that of Sunday 
observance. As to all the other Apostles, it tells but 
little of any of them, and of most of them it teUs 
nothing. The greater nimiber of the Apostles are 
never even named after the enimieration given of the 
eleven upon the election of Matthias (Acts, i. 26), at 
the very outset of their Apostolical career (a.d. 33). 

* Acts, ii. 1, is no exception to this remark ; what is there 
stated is, that the Apostles met on the day of Pentecost. 
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The name of Peter is of frequent occnrrence in the 
former part of the Book of the Acts, and that of Paul 
occurs continually in the latter part ; but the name d 
John, the greatest of all the Apostles next to Peter 
and Paul, occurs but five times,^ and those only in the 
first and second years of the Apostolic mission ; after 
which nothing more is said of him in the Acts, except, 
indeed, that his name is incidentally mentioned a sixth 
time, but then only for the purpose of distinguishing 
which of the two Apostles of the name of James it 
was whom Herod put to death C' James, the brother 
of John," Acts, xii. 2). The name of James the Less 
occurs but three times ; that of James (the brother of 
John) but once ; and the names of the other eight 
Apostles, Andrew, Philip, Thomas, Bartholomew, Mat- 
thew, Simeon, Jude, and Matthias, are never men- 
tioned at all. So little do we know of the Apostles 
individually from the book of the Acts. 

The only genuine source of information, besides 
the book of the Acts, as to the practice of the 
Apostles, whether collectively or individually, in re- 
gard to Sunday observance, would be the epistles 
written by five of them (Paul, Peter, John, James the 
Less, and Jude), and included in our Scripture canon : 
but from none of these epistles do we learn that the 
Apostles ever once met together on the first day of 
the week, or that any one of them ever observed 

* In the narrative of the cure of the lame man by Peter and 
John (Acts, iii.) the name of John is, of course, several times 
repeated. I do not reckon these repetitions. This is but one 
occasion of the mention of his name. 
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that day of the week either as a Sabbath day or as a 
prayer day. 

There are, it is true, in the works of ecclesiastical 
historians and the ancient fathers, legends in plenty 
of the lives and actions not only of the more eminent. 
Apostles, but also of those who are so sUghtly, or not 
at all, mentioned in the book of the Acts. But even 
these legends, we may take for granted, contain 
nothing about the observance of the Sunday, at least 
not anything favourable to the Sabbatarian cause ; for 
if they did, it would most assiu'edly have been long 
ago hunted out and paraded with much triumph by 
Sabbatarian writers, however small its value, or doubt- 
ful its authenticity. 

There is, however, one fact relating to the Apostle 
John, which seems well authenticated by ecclesiastical 
histoiy, and that is the great age to which he attained, 
his life being prolonged, it is said, to the year 100 of 
the Christian era. But this is all that ecclesiastical 
history teUs us, which is important and worthy of 
credit, respecting him, so that of the last sixty-six 
years of his life we really know nothing that he did in 
the exercise of his ApostoUc duties, except greeting 
Paul and Barnabas on their arriving at Jerusalem, 
A.D. 52 (Gal. ii. 9), and writing in extreme old age 
his three epistles, and also writing, as is generally 
beheved, but on no sure authority, the book of the 
Revelation. 

Here, therefore, I think it opportune to notice, 
that because St. John Uved to the close of the first 
century, we are accustomed to speak of the times 
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of the Apostles as though they were commensurate 
with the whole of that century, than which nothing 
can be more incorrect. The times of the Apostles, 
properly considered, comprise that portion only of the 
.first century during which we have an authentic ac- 
count of what they did in the personal discharge of 
their duty as Apostles, a period which closes with the 
book of the Acts in a.d. 65. All the epistles in our 
canon, except those of St. • John, were written pre- 
viously to that year,* so that the times of the Apostles 
may still be reckoned as to all intents and purposes 
ending with the year 65. Certain it is that if we 
except the very little we know of St. John after that 
year, we know nothing of a later date that is authentic 
relating to the Acts of the Apostles. This is therefore 
the limit of that period which ought to be designated 
as the age, or the times of the Apostles.f 

But to return to the subject previously in discus- 
sion. I have shown what a complete dearth of infor- 
mation exists respecting all the Apostles, from the time 
of their entering upon their public ministry, excepting 

* The short epistle of St. Jude was, according to Dr. Lardner, 
written in 64 or 65. 

f I have taken the date of the year when St. Paul arrived a 
prisoner at Rome to be 63, as given in the chronology of the 
quarto Bible. If this be correct, the history of the Acts of the 
Apostles closes, as I have stated, with the year 65, this including 
the two years during which we learn from the Acts St. Paul 
remained a prisoner in his own house at Rome. But the above- 
mentioned chronology extends the history to a later date by sup- 
posing that when St. Paul, at the end of the two years, was set at 
liberty, he went into Crete, and that he wrote his epistle to Titus 
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Peter and Paul ; and as to them the information we 
possess is only on subjects having no relation to Sun- 
day observance. The Sabbatarians, notwithstanding, 
preach and write as boldly about the example of Sun- 
day observance set us by the Apostles as though they 
were familiarly acquainted with the lives and actions 
of all the Apostles, and consequently could have no 
difficulty whatever in producing instances in abun- 
dance of their observance of the Sunday, whilst in 
truth and in fact not one single instance of such ob- 
servance by the Apostles, or by any one of them, is 
anywhere to be found. 

Something of course the Sabbatarians attempt to 
say in defence of their assertion as to the example set 
us by the Apostles, and that something is this : — 

First, that it appears from the Acts, although it is 
not expressly so stated, that the Apostles actually did 
once assemble together on the first day of the week ; 
for they assembled on the day of Pentecost, which it is 
now discovered by calculation must have happened on 
the first day of the week. But what of this, when the 
historian neither speaks of the day as being the first 

relating to the Cretans in the year 66. But these suppositions 
are at variance with the opinion of the most eminent chrono- 
logers. — (Lardneb, vi. 291, 320.) All is uncertainty as to St. 
Paul's movements after he was set at liberty ; but it is generally 
agreed as probable that he returned to Rome and suffered mar- 
tyrdom there at the same time as Peter. Some critics, however 
(Pagi and Basnage), think these martyrdoms happened in 65. 
Lardner says, " Nor do I think the Apostles survived that year. 
But I cannot say whether their martyrdoms happened in the year 
64 or 66."— (P- ^^^ and 301.) 

P 
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day of the week, nor assigns any reason for the meet- 
ing of the Apostles on that day, other than that it was 
the day of Pentecost?* 

In the next place, referring to St. John's Gospel, 
the Sabbatarians say, that previous to the day of Pen- 
tecost above-mentioned, the Apostles did meet toge- 
ther twice on the first day of the week, namely, on th^ 
day of the resurrection, and again " aft^r eight days ;** 
but in reply I ask. Did they meet on the first of those 
occasions, and consequently on the second, for the pur- 
pose of observing the first day of the week as a day of 
Christian worship ? I have in the examination of the 
Texts Nos. I. and II. shown this to be impossible. Yet 
these two meetings, and that on the day of Pentecost, 
constitute all the evidence which the Sabbatarians pro- 
duce in attempting to prove instances of Sunday ob- 
servance by the Apostles collectively. 

What, then, is it that they have to allege in regard 
to Sunday observance by any one or more of the 
Apostles individually ? They say not a word of any 
of them, excepting St. Paul ; and of him they say this, 
that his preaching to the disciples at Troas on the first 
day of the week is an instance of Sunday observance 
by that Apostle. 

As to this soUtary instance of alleged Sunday 

* See this more fully discussed in the examination of Text 
No. III. The conjecture of the Sabbatarians, that the Apostles 
met on the day of Pentecost, because it was also (sis it happened) 
the first day of the week, is there shown to be one of the most* 
futile of all their attempts to support by evidence their assertion, 
that the Apostles have set us the example of Sunday observance. 
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observance by one out of the thirteen Apostles, I 
might content myself by repeating, or referring to 
the reasons I have already given, when examining the 
Text No. IV., for in that examination I have shown 
that there is nothing in the narrative of the occur- 
rences at Troas which can justify the opinion that St. 
Paul intended, by what he there did on the first day 
of the week, to observe that particular day of the week 
either as a Sabbath day or as a stated day of Christian 
worship. But independent of those reasons, I have 
now the right to assert, upon St. Paul's own testimony, 
that he could not have had that intention, for I have 
proved by passages since quoted from his epistles, that 
he esteemed all days alike. St. Paul, therefore, unless 
he were inconsistent with himself, which cannot be 
imagined possible, observed no Sabbath or stated 
day of prayer at Troas. 

Thus, after aU that the Sabbatarians have written 
and preached on the obligation to observe the Sunday, 
in consequence of the example set us by the Apostles 
in the observance of it, we discover, that when the real 
facts of Scripture history are fully and correctly inves- 
tigated and scrutinised, there is no such example to be 
found, — not a single instance being recorded of the 
observance of the first day of the week by the 
Apostles collectively, or by any one of them indi- 
vidually ! 

I do not forget that the Sabbatarians find in the 
text from the Revelation, " I was in the Spirit on the 
Lord's day," a proof which satisfies them, that even if 
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the Apostle Paul did not, there was another Apostle 
who did observe the first day of the week. To this it 
is sufficient to reply, that when it is proved, beyond 
all reasonable doubt, that St. John the Apostle was 
the writer of the Revelation, and when it can be also 
proved that by the phrase of the "Lord's day" the writer 
meant the first day of the week, then may the text be 
allowed to afford a fair inference that it had become 
the practice of St. John, in his old age, to observe the 
Sunday as a stated day of Christian worship. But until 
these essential preUminary points are proved, the text 
in the Revelation will remain wholly inapplicable as an 
evidence of an Apostolical observance of the Sunday. 
Besides, were the preliminary proofs made good, and the 
inference admitted, that St. John, when he wrote the 
Book of the Revelation, if he did write it, was an ob- 
server of the Sunday, the fact would do no more than 
prove that there was one Apostle who, at the close of 
the first century, practised Sunday observance. But 
what any one Apostle did is not of necessity an example 
to be followed. St. Paul practised celibacy, and recom- 
mended his practice to his Christian disciples (1 Cor. 
vii. 7, 8), yet in this no one regards either his pre- 
cept or his example. The example of St. John, there- 
fore, in practising Sunday observance in his old age, 
were it admitted that he did so, would not be an ex- 
ample which it would be the rehgious duty of Christ- 
ians to imitate. It cannot be pretended that it could 
be called an example of Sunday observance set us by 
the Apostles. It would be but the example of one 
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Apostle, and it is opposed by that of another Apostle,* 
whilst of the practice of Sunday observance by any of 
the rest of the Apostles we know nothing. Such an 
example, therefore, can possess no claim to Apostolical 

authority. 

Thus much on the subject of the shaDow argument 
for Sunday obsenrance derived from the allied ex- 
ample of the Apostles, — an argument in such high 
favour with the Sabbatarians, that it is constantly put 
forward by them with as much confidence as if there 
actually existed Scripture proof of the asserted fact on 
which their argument is founded. A notable instance 
this of intrepid assertion on the part of the Sab- 
batarians in opposition to Scripture fiEicts; but with 
instances of this kind the writings of Sabbatarians, 
both lay and clerical, abound. 

There is but little to add to what has been already 
said upon this question ; for it having been shown on 
Scripture authority that the Apostles have left us no 
example of Sunday observance, it is adding but little 
if I remark that the subsequent history of the Church 
for more than two centuries is in accordance with that 
fact. No writer during that period asserts that the 
practice of Sunday observance originated with the 
Apostles ;t aiid this circumstance, I may remark, is a 
very sufficient answer to those who, with Mr. Belsham, 
are bold in asserting, that " the Christian Church in 
all ages has derived from the Apostles the practice of 

* St. Paul. And see remark ante, p. 143. 
t I defer my proof of this allegation to a future chapter 
(Chap. viii.). 
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observing the first day of the week as a Christian fes- 
tival." But, except as afibrding a direct answer to 
that assertion, I place httle value on the accordant tes- 
timony of subsequent history on the subject ; for it 
can add nothing to the strength of Scripture pioof 
(and this we possess), that neither by precept nor 
example did the Apostles enjoin or recommend the 
religious observance of the Sunday. 

Ha^'ing concluded my remarks upon the evidence 
and counter-evidence deducible fircmi the Christian 
Smptures in reference to the Sabbath question, I 
shall now briefly repeat my original statement of the 
Sabbatarian argument from those Scriptures. 

The Christian Scriptures not containing any com- 
mand to observe the Sundav, the Sabbatarians are 
oMi:i^\l to contend that thev do contain, as the sub- 
:f^ticute K^r an express command, abundant evidence 
tliA! :hc obs*^r%auce of the Simday as a Sabbath, or, if 
iiv^c iki a Siibhath. as a stated day of Christian worship, 
is Ait iiis:i:u:ivni of divine appointment, and they ad- 
vuxr AS si;o«i cvideuct' the universality of the practice 
v^; S:::aIav ol\s<*n^\v in the time of the Apostles. 
Wova the ui:;vcr$ali:v of the pr^nice at that period, 
>» V,xh :hc \ :i;?5?u:ui tv^ be pivn ed. they argue that it 
r,.us: rA\x^ h:xd ::;< >d:v::ou ot the Apostles, and con- 
skv:v;;:S ::.::<: Va*»v^ i:u*v.,s:vvl in?m some precept of 
\' '<, . : >c V-.s V:vc^:^.s. " :hvi:^h none such be now 

X -vtv, ;vc \\l :.^ :>,:s Arc«r,u::: oi the Sabbatarians 
*WnJ :\\ Vv: .'x\v:\v >v vVcr^tcTMLnidence : and it is 
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my sincere conviction that I have thereby made it 
apparent, beyond all justifiable doubt, that the very 
reverse of the Sabbatarian tenet as to the observance 
of Sunday in the time of the Apostles is the historical 
truth ; that, so far from the reUgious observance of the 
Sunday as a Christian festival having been universal 
in the Christian Church at that time, and so far from 
such alleged observance having had the sanction of the 
Apostles, there is not a single instance recorded in 
Scripture of the observance of the Sunday by the 
Christian Church, nor a single instance of such ob- 
servance by the Apostles themselves, or by any one of 
th^n ; and further, that there is no Scripture proof of 
any custom of the Apostles, or of the Church in their 
time, to observe that day ; that consequently there are 
no juflt grounds for presuming that a precept from 
Christ, or his Apostles, enjoining such observance did 
once exist, though not now extant ; and, finally, that 
the legitimate and undeniable conclusion from these 
well-established premises is this, — ^that the observance 
of the Sunday, whether as a Sabbath or as a stated 
d^ .■ of a^^bling for the purpo. of public worship 
and rehgious instruction,'^ is not an institution of 
divifie appointment. 
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'ii iiijfer- * T^.:: ?^ ~aLsr I ^Ri^uil i%t siia%ej!fcetc of fearing 
'ii ini'.'jmir^ Tin 1i3t^ o: "Ht: t^^oenrti saic "K* \^ con- 
^iuiftt iL "lien. ve?i I li Ofimiif sntsmu: into a full 
i^^muunri'JL if zit^n^ Tlisrsiarf Rbrn rtgr^i in my 
yuu^pii'fir^ zm iir.»:f Ii^ ":: f^-enr dicx p«^iiliar to 
(y^it^ij^iA uii:: irLi»:>sei TiiinzL Titf!m rv I>rriDe antho- 
/';f V, ^ra^. ^'. "itT iz>z:ziZ zi "Lie Crnsrsan ScriptBres, 
idjj/i \'j^if^. 'y^}', I ^liiH pr:io^d si oijoe to canvass the 
i'^A^'Mf'M !• j.y;;^ S^>>''j£it£n2iii? coiiiexid is to be found in 
fnio^^r '^ ^ Huxjdjay Sabbaih in non-Scriptriral, and 
i:ii:ii ih ymiy^u writings. 

TIm'/ ttrtet of thc^wi writings, with reference to its 
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supposed date, is the Epistle of Barnabas, of which I 
have ab-eady taken some notice {ante^ p. 123), when 
examining the text from the Revelation. 

THE EPISTLE OF BARNABAS. 

The evidence supposed to be contributed by this 
epistle towards the proof of the so-called Christian 
Sabbath is thus introduced by Mr. Gumey to the 
attention of his readers : " Barnabas (he says) specu- 
lates on the coming of the millennium after seven thou- 
sand years (from the creation) of labour and sorrow." 
" Wherefore, he adds (says Mr. Gumey), we keep the 
eighth day* as a joyful holy-day, on which day also 
Jesus rose from the dead." f 

* " The eighth day," — ^which Mr. Gumey in a parenthesis 
explains as meaning the first day of the week ; and although to 
designate the first day as the eighth day is a quaint mode of 
speaking of it, wholly unknown in Scripture, it would seem from 
the allusion to the day of the resurrection in the context, that 
the writer of the Epistle must he taken to mean the first day of 
the week. 

I Mr. Gumey gives the original Greek in a note : — Aio Keii 

Upon Mr. Gumey*s translation of this passage, I shall have 
occasion to make some remark hereafter. In the meantime I 
will merely observe that the affecting phrase " of labour and sor- 
row " is not to be met with from one end of the epistle to the 
other : but this gratuitous addition to the original, when giving 
the purport of passages in an author, is in Mr. Gumey's usual 
style of dressing up his subject in order to captivate his readers. 
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wli Kg Aiiii ge fi^ rim lE ii^iqac^ lo imi^ iq» for tlie iuh^ 
it >zn:cizre ^iroof as^ ir i^ Tcibekiis dl»amior ctf that 
OCT X^L-Ssmcmi^ erideiux- ^mscbi sr least to be 
r:»:*£ of r^ kmd. esphcn snd dseism upon the subject 
t: -vrmd. r T^iaia. Hofrtrgr. sodi as it is in the 
|B«!ian msanxot. it oBnaiiihri^ adBssSiie mdenee to 
fiteRr-dnt: in i^iime of liieirntcr of tiir £^iislle^ 
£z« dsT of tbe ^t€k wks h^ Botot ClnistianB, — aonie- 
"wheire CF otiisr. sud a&er 9c»iDe ftsfaiQii or atfacr, — ob- 
sartA sad distinsn^feeid from the odier di¥s of the 
v-ae^ ; azxl in the pBoatr of Sabhataixui proof even 
lisis poor scop of ende&cr niD tdl Ibr something, 
homercT lirrle, if it sfaonki appen* on mpest^ption tiiat 
it is grren br a witiiess wbo wiote in tlie first eentmy, 
especialh- if a conaderable time before the dose of that 
oentuiT. Onr firs: inquirr, therefore, must be into the 
probable date of the epistle. If written by Barnabas 
it settles the pc*ini at once as to its being written in 

y^^ tj craitiTELe them : for strange to say, there is with veiy 
rnanr jicus ]..er>;ns a p:»5:t:Te charm in dwelling upon the con- 
t^niQplation «jf terrestrial ndserr, probably as contrasting with 
those hearenlr joy? which they -"being of the electa are sure to 
attain when the f^eriod of lal»our and sorrow shall be past. 

But why •• seven thousand years of labour and sorrow?" Why 
should Mr. Gumey protract the duration of our doom of suffering 
by one thousand years ? Barnabas, as will be seen when I quote 
him more fully, speaks of six thousand years (corresponding with 
the six days' works of creation,) that are to be succeeded by a day 
(oiif; thousand years) of rest, which therefore cannot be a period 
of lalxiur and sorrow. 
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the first century, for it is very unlikely that Barnabas 
should have lived to the second. But the question, 
whether Barnabas was the writer, is one of at least 
some uncertainty, and I shall presently bring forward 
strong evidence to prove that he was not. The ancient 
fathers, indeed, are mostly of opinion that he was, but 
"Eusebius (says Dr. Lardner, vol. ii. 12) reckons this 
epistle among those books that are spurious, meaning, 
it is likely, contradicted.'' Dr. Lardner himself thinks 
it to be most probable that it is genuine, but with his 
usual candour he tells us that " the judgments of the 
modems are various. Pearson, Cave, Dupin, Wake, 
and many other learned men, suppose it to be a 
genuine epistle of Barnabas, the companion of Paul. 
Some are more doubtful, as Cotelerius, who is rather 
incUned to think it was not written by Barnabas. 
Others think there are many things in it unworthy of 
him. The objections against the genuineness of it are 
strongly urged by Basnage. And the late Mr. Jere- 
miah Jones has offered in our own language many 
objections to the same purpose." Thus writes Dr. 
Lardner, to which I may add, as worthy of remark, 
that the earliest of the three ancient writers whom 
Dr. Lardner mentions as noticing this epistle, hved at 
a period long after the time of Barnabas. They are, 
Clement of Alexandria after a.d. 192; Origen about 
A.D. 230 ; and Jerome about a.d. 392 ; so that the 
testimony of their belief (for they all beheved), that 
Barnabas was the author of the epistle, can scarcely 
be thought to outweigh the rather adverse testimony 



220 NON-8CKIPTURAL EVIDENCE. 

of Eusebius, and the reasonable doubts of modern 
writers, arising in great part, I presume,* from the 
nonsense which the epistle contains, and which was 
not likely to be taken into any very serious considera- 
tion by the ancient fathers of the Church, as they were 
very much addicted to writing nonsense themselves. 
This (speaking of the fathers generally) is a fact which 
cannot be disputed. Of the three in particular who 
are mentioned by Lardner as citing the epistle 
ascribed to Barnabas, I need only remark, that as to 
Clemens Alexandrinus, it has been said of him, that 
he "holds as many absurd, imsound, and exploded 
doctrines, and deals as largely in the fabulous and 
apocryphal books of the primitive Christians as any 
other father whatsoever."! As to Origen, with all his 
immense learning and talents, he is generally admitted 
to have been too prone to indulge his fancy (like the 
author of the epistle of Barnabas) in allegorical inter- 
pretation of the Scriptures ; { and as to Jerome, it is 
enough to say, that he lived at the end of the fourth 
century, and no one — no Protestant at least — will 



* I infer this from Dr. Lardner's statement, that in their 
opinion there are many things in the epistle unworthy of Bar- 
nabas, for I am not myself acquainted with the works of Basnage 
and Jones. 

t Middleton's "Free Enquiry," p. 65. London, 1749. 

I Archbishop Wake, speaking of " the (allegorical) way of 
interpreting Scripture," says of Origen, he " has been noted as 
excessive in it." — (''Discourse appended to translation of the 
Apostolical Fathers.'') 
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deny the nonsensical credulity of the fathers of that 
century, Jerome included.* 

The question as to the authorship of the epistle 
must, therefore, depend on other considerations than 
the belief of the ancient fathers respecting it. I shall, 
however, first proceed to discuss the question, as to 
the time when the epistle was probably written; I 
say probably, for no one pretends that there is any 
certainty on that point. 

Dr. Lardner thinks he discovers internal evidence, 
that it must have been written so early as in a.d. 71 
or 72 ; but the reasons he gives for this opinion are 
far from conclusive. He infers, and very justly, from 
a passage of the epistle itself that the temple of Jeru- 
salem was destroyed at the time of writing it. He 
then adds as follows (p. 13) : — " In another place the 
author writes : * Consider yet this also, that (or since) 
ye have seen so great signs and prodigies in the 
people of the Jews ; and thus God forsakes them.'f 
From both which passages I conclude that the temple 
was but just destroyed, and that the signs and pro- 
digies preceding and attending the destruction of Je- 
rusalem had happened in the time of the persons to 
whom he writes, forasmuch as they had seen them, 

* Of the " Patristic" nonsense of the second century, I shall 
presently produce a notable instance. 

+ The " Epistle was written in Greek, but the four first 
chapters, or sections, and a part of the fifth, are wanting in the 
Greek copies. It is, however, entire in an ancient Latin 
version." (Lardner, ii. 14.) 

It is from this version that Dr. Lardner copies the passage 
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And since God was now only forsaking them, this 
epistle was written whilst the Jewish people were 
under great affictions, between the time of the de- 
struction of Jerusalem and the reduction of the re- 
maining cities of Judaea." (Lardner's " Cred." vol. ii. 
13.) 

The reduction of those cities, Dr. Lardner says, 
was accomplished in a.d. 73, as may be computed 
(vol. vii. 104). He does not state upon what data 
his computation is made ; but he seems warranted in 
it by some passages in Josephus. Assuming, then, the 
year 73 to be the date of the complete reduction of 
Judaea, it may stiU be asked, Why it should, therefore, 
be supposed that the epistle was written before that 
year ? Dr. Lardner's answer, as we have seen, would 
be, that until then God had not forsaken the Jews, 
but was only forsaking them ; and in support of this 
very nice distinction, he observes, that the verb (for- 
sake) is used in the present tense {derelinquit). This 
criticism seems to be more ingenious than sohd, as 
God had forsaken the Jews before the siege of the 
city began. For surely it is an agreed point among 
all Christians, that the Divine favour was vnthdrawn 
from the time when the Jews crucified the Saviour of 

he refers to, it not being extant in the Greek. It is as follows : 
" Adhuc et illud intelligite, cum videritis tanta signa et monstra 
in populo Judaeorum, et sic illos derelinquit Dominus." The 
following is Archbishop Wakes translation; — "Consider this 
also ; although you have seen so great signs and wonders done 
among the people of the Jews, yet this notwithstanding the 
Lord hath forsaken them." 
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manloBd. Therefore, the writer of the epistle, al- 
though he uses the present tense, ought not to be 
understood as using it in the strict sense attributed to 
it by Dr. Lardner ; and this appears to have been the 
opinion of Archbishop Wake, who translates derelinquit 
" hath forsaken." * 

Dr. Lardner also lays considerable stress on the 
word videritis (you have seen), which occurs in the 
parage he has quoted, arguing from it, that the 
Epistle must have been written to persons who had 
seen *' the signs and prodigies preceding and attending 
the destruction of Jerusalem." But this argument does 
not prove that the Epistle was written within one or 
two years after the destruction of the city; for the 
egression "you have seen" would for very many 
years after that event continue to be apphcable to 
persons who survived it. I may also observe that 
the original Greek of the passage in which the word 
videritis occurs, not being now extant, we do not 
know what was the expression used by the writer 
with sufficient exactness to be enabled to found any 
sure ailment upon it.f Even supposing, however, 
that videritis is a perfectly literal translation of the 

* It is a curious fact that Dr. Lardner, in his very next 
chapter, contends that, in settling the date of Clement's Epistle, 
the use of the present tense ought not to have any weight in ihe 
argument. 

t This remark is also applicable to Dr. Lardner's criticism 
on the word " derelinquit,'' which occurs in the same passage as 
the word " videritis,'" and is not extant, therefore, in the Greek 
(see note, p. 221). 
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original, it does not follow that we must, in this cast 
construe it in its strictest sense, and I now proceed t 
show that it cannot consistently be so construed. 

In the first place, I would ask, is it clear that it ii 
to the signs and prodigies preceding and attendin^^ -^8 
the destruction of Jerusalem, that the writer of th^-^^^ 
epistle intends to refer ? Far firom it. Not that H ^ 
imagine such a writer would hesitate for a moment tcn^-^ 
give credit to any idle stories current in his day abou*'-^^' 
the portents said to have been witnessed during th^^-^^ 
siege of Jerusalem.* My opinion, that he refers tocri^'O 
other prodigies than those, is formed from passages 
the epistle, that plainly point to the miracles of Christ 
as being the signs and wonders which the writer 
in his mind. The passage immediately preceding that:^ 
which has just been quoted from the epistle speaks ol 
the kingdom of Christ, and immediately after theses 
two passages the writer proceeds to expatiate on what 
Christ did and suffered for mankind, and says of him, 
" and finally teaching the people of Israel, and doing 
so great wonders and signs among them, he preached 
to them, and showed the exceeding great love which 
he bore towards them." f Let the reader compare 

* Among those portents was a flaming sword seen in the air, 
and which hung over the city for a whole year ; another was a 
rather unusual accident, which happened to a cow, as it was 
heing led up to the altar in the temple, viz. its bringing forth a 
lamb instead of a calf. These and other like absurdities are 
related by Josephus in the chapter upon this subject, in his work 
entitled " The Wars of the Jews." 

f Archbishop Wake's translation, except that " so great " 
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this with the passage quoted by Dr. Lardner (see 
ante, p. 221) beginning, " Consider yet this also," and 
he can hardly fail to come to the opinion that the 
writer alludes throughout to the miracles of Christ, 
and not to the portents at the siege of Jerusalem. 

I conclude, therefore, that the reasons given by 
Dr. Lardner are insufficient to prove that the epistle 
ascribed to Barnabas was written so early as in the 
year 71 or 72. He does not, indeed, appear to feel 
any certainty as to this being its date; and I will 
venture to surmise, as more probable than not, that it 
was a production of some zealous and well-intentioned 
Christian of the second century. Be this as it may,* 

{tarn magna) is here substituted for the word "many" in the 
Archbishop's translation. 

The Greek of this passage is extant. The old Latin version 
of it is, " Et ad extremum docens Israelem, atque tarn magna 
(riiAiJtflcvTflc) prodigia et signa faciens, preedicavit, ac ilium summe 
dilexit." 

* The fact (which I take to be satisfactorily proved) that 
the writer intends to refer to the miracles of Christ, and not to 
the portents at the siege of Jerusalem, precludes us from con- 
struing literally the word " videritis " used in speaking of them, 
because (as I before intimated, p. 223) a literal construction 
could not be consistently given of it. For even if the epistle 
were written so early as in 71 or 72 (and it could not be written 
earlier, since it notices the destruction of the temple), the writer 
could not with any propriety appeal to the Christians of that 
period as having actually witnessed the miracles of Christ forty 
years before : a fortiori not, if the epistle was written at any 
time after the year 72. He could only mean, therefore, to speak 
of what they had seen related of those miracles in the authentic 
memoirs of them, which in his time were in the possession of 
the Christian Church. 

Q 



J 
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I maintain that it could not have been written by 
Barnabas, and of this I shall now complete my proof. 

Barnabas, Mr. Gumey says, " speculates on the 
coming of the millennium/' I trust the reader feels 
some curiosity to be made acquainted with the exact 
purport of this speculation. I shall now lay it before 
him. He will thus be enabled to judge for himself, 
whether it be arrant nonsense, or soimd Christian doc- 
trine, such as might be expected from the pen of a 
chosen teacher of the Gospel on its first promulgation. 

Referring to what God hath declared respecting 
the Sabbath of the fourth commandment, the writer 
of the epistle says, " Even in the beginning of the 
creation, he (the Almighty) makes mention of the 
Sabbath. And God made in six days the works of his 
hands, and he finished them on the seventh day, and 
he rested the seventh day and sanctified it. Con- 
sider, my children, what that signifies — he finished 
them in six days. The meaning of it is this, that in 
six thousand years the Lord God will bring all things 
to an end, for with him one day is a thousand years, 
as himself testifieth, saying. Behold this day shall be 
as a thousand years. Therefore, children, in six days, 
that is, in six thousand years, shall all things be ac- 
complished. And what is that he saith. And he 
rested the seventh day ? He meaneth this, that when 
his Son shaU come and abolish the season of the 
wicked one, and judge the ungodly, and shall change 
the sun, and the moon, and the stars, then he shall 
gloriously rest in that seventh day . . . Lastly, he 
saith unto them : Your new moons and your Sabbaths 
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I cannot bear them. (Consider what he means by it. 
The Sabbaths, says he, which ye now keep are not 
acceptable unto me, but those which I have made 
when resting from all things, I shall begin the eighth 
day, that is, the beginning of the other world; for 
which cause we observe the eighth day with glad- 
ness." (Archbishop Wake's translation.) 

Such is the "speculation" of the supposed Barnabas 
concerning the millennium, which is thus improved 
upon by the millennium speculation of St. Irenaeus : 
" The days will come in which there shall grow vine- 
yards, having each ten thousand vine-stocks, and each 
stock ten thousand branches ; each branch ten thou- 
sand shoots ; each shoot ten thousand bimches ; each 
bunch ten thousand grapes ; and each grape squeezed 
shall yield twenty-five measures of wine ; and when 
any of the saints shall go to pluck a bunch, another 
bunch will cry out, I am a better, take me and bless 
the Lord through me."* 

The trash of the supposed Barnabas on the sub- 
ject of the millennium is, it must be confessed, much 
exceeded by that of the saint, Irenaeus. But on an- 

* A tolerably satisfactory specimen this of the nonsense 
which could be written by a distinguished father of the church 
in the second century (see ante, p. 221). The original is to be 
found in lib. v. cap. xxxiii. sect. 3, of Massuet's edition of his 
works. 

Irenaeus gives the account contained in this passage on the 
authority of a tradition that it is what was taught by Christ him- 
self concerning the millennium, and he appears to think the 
tradition credible. 
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other subject the former has another speculatiou, 
which almost tm^ns the balance of nonsense in his 
favour. " Abraham/' says this writer, " who was the 
first that brought in circumcision, looking forward in 
the Spirit to Jesus circumcised, having received the 
mystery of three letters ; for the Scripture says, that 
Abraham circumcised three himdred and eighteen men 
of his house. But what, therefore, was the mystery 
that was made known unto him ? Mark, first, the 
eighteen, and next the three hundred; for the nu- 
merical letters of ten and eight are I. H., and these 
denote Jesus; and because the cross was that by 
which we were to find grace, therefore he adds three 
hundred, the note of which is T. (the figure of his 
cross) ; wherefore, by two letters, he signified Jesus, 
and by the third his cross." 

Let those, who after reading the foregoing ex- 
tracts from the epistle, still cUng to the belief that 
Barnabas was the writer of it, read in the epistle 
itself what ahnost immediately follows upon the pass- 
age just quoted. I cannot copy it, its absurdity is so 
far exceeded by its grossness. 

There is, besides, another and a crowning proof 
that no Gospel teacher, associated as such with the 
Apostles, could have written the epistle attributed to 
Barnabas. It is this : — After giving the reason before 
stated, why Abraham circumcised exactly three hun- 
dred and eighteen persons, a reason so preposterously 
absurd that no man in his right senses can beUeve it, 
the writer thus affirms it to be a truth, and declares at 
the same time that he is divinely authorised to teach it. 
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" He who has put the engrafted gift of his doctrine 
within us, knows that I never taught to any one a more 
certain truth, but I trust that ye are worthy of it."* 

The supposed Barnabas having told one untruth, 
we here find him telling another to support it. Hav- 
ing asserted, respecting the circumcision by Abra- 
ham, what was too improbable to be beUeved on mere 
human authority, he here solemnly assures his readers 
that Christ himself speaks through him, and knows 
that it is true. 

With such evidence as this, extracted from the 
epistle itself, is it not most unaccountable that a 
critic, so cautious and judicious, and so honest as 
Lardner, should profess a beUef that the epistle was 
written by Barnabas, who, it is evident from the book 
of the Acts, was Uttle less than an apostle, and was 
unquestionably an appointed associate with the 
Apostles in preaching the Gospel to "all nations?" 
I know but of one mode of accounting for such excess 
of credulity in so candid an inquirer into Gospel 
truth as Dr. Lardner, and that is, that notwithstand- 
ing the absurdities which abound in the first seventeen 
of the twenty-one chapters into which the epistle has 
been divided,! there are interspersed even in those 

* Archbishop Wake's translation. The original in the Latin 
version of Cotelerius is : — " Scit hoc qui insitum donum doc- 
trinsB SU8B posuit in nobis. Nemo magis germanum a me accepit 
sermonem : sed scio vos dignos esse." 

t So divided by Archbishop Wake in his second edition, the 
edition from which my quotations from his translation of the 
Apostolical Fathers are made. 
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first chapters occasional specimens of unexceptionable 
doctrine and of sound moral instruction, and the four 
remaining chapters are entirely of this description. 
They stand out in marvellous contrast with the trash 
which pervades a great portion of the preceding chap- 
ters.* It is possible, therefore, that in consideration 
of the excellence of some part of the epistle. Dr. 
Lardner has been induced to overlook the reprehen- 

* Doubts have been entertained whether the four last chap- 
ters, sometimes called the second part, formed any portion of the 
original epistle. Archbishop Wake, when adverting in his dis- 
course to the probable object in writing this epistle, says: — 
** There are not wanting in the latter part of it many excellent 
rules to render it still very useful to pious readers. Indeed," 
he adds, " some have doubted," and he refers in the margin to 
Bishop Usher, " whether this did originally belong to the 
epistle, or whether it has not since been added to it." Pro- 
bably Bishop Usher thought that the following passage at the 
conclusion of the nineteenth chapter savoured of doctrines and 
practices of a later period than any probable date of the original 
Epistle. "Thou shalt confess thy sins, and not come to thy 
prayer with an evil conscience." Dr. Lardner, however, seems 
to be of opinion, that what is called the second part always be- 
longed to the original epistle; for, in vol. ii. p. 12, he quotes 
Clement of Alexandria, as referring to " a passage found in the 
last chapter of this epistle, which," says Dr. Lardner, "assures 
us that the second part containing the moral instructions was 
supposed to be his," (the writing of Barnabas), "as well as the 
former." But this proves nothing more than that the second 
part had been written at the very end of the second century, or 
in the beginning of the third, and it might not be then acknow- 
ledged by all as genuine, though quoted as such by Clement. 
Indeed, there is very strong presumptive proof against the ge- 
nuineness of the second part, in the fact that the old Latin ver- 
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sible character of the rest, which nothing can redeem. 
Nothing can displace the proof which the writer him- 
seK has afforded, that he is guilty of a positive and 
blasphemous falsehood ; for such, most indisputably, is 
his assertion, that he has the authority of Christ for 
teaching as " a certain truth," that wMch cannot by 
any possibility be true.* Could this be Barnabas, 
whose Gospel labours are recorded among the Acts of 

sion ends with the first part, and that the conclusion there given 
of the first part is such as to indicate that the original epistle 
ended with it. It is as follows : — " Quantum fuerit in simplici- 
tate demonstrandi nobis, non intermisi quidquam. Si enim de 
instantibus ac futuris scribam vobis, non intelligetis quo modo in 
parabolis posita sunt multa. Hssc autem sic sunt. Habes inte- 
rim de mcgestate Ghristi, quo modo omnia in ilium, et per ilium 
fsctBL sunt ; cui sit honor, virtus, gloria nunc et in secula seculo- 
rum." This not only forms an appropriate conclusion to the 
first part of the epistle, but being omitted in the copy of the 
epistle which contains the two parts, it is clear that the second 
part was an after addition, either by the writer of the original 
epistle or by some other person ; but that it could not have been 
by Barnabas, and, therefore, that Barnabas is not entitled to the 
credit of that excellent portion of the epistle, is certain; for 
although the learned do not, that I am aware of, assign any date 
to the old Latin version, I presume no one supposes any Latin 
version of this, or of any other of the writings of the Greek 
fathers, to have been made before some period in the second 
century, which would be long after the death of Barnabas, the 
companion of Paul. 

I take the opportunity of remarking that if, as Dr. Lardner 
appears to think, the second part formed a portion of the ori- 
ginal epistle, he is not correct in stating (see ante, p. 221), that 
the epistle is " entire in an ancient Ijatin version." 

* ** Cannot by any possibility be true." The reason which 
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the Apostles, and of whom St. Luke testifies (Acts, 
xi. 24), that he was "a good man and ftdl of the 
Holy Ghost?" Do those who maintain it was this 
same Barnabas, ever ask themselves the question how 
such a fact would tell in a discussion upon the evi- 
dences of Christianity? I should imagine they do 
not. 

It is with extreme regret that I have found myself 
obliged to dwell so long upon such a document as the 

the writer of the epistle gives for the precise number circum- 
cised by Abraham is a falsehood, not only because it is too 
absurd to be true, but because the assertion that " the Scripture 
says " the number was three hundred and eighteen is itself a 
falsehood. The Scripture says no such thing. What we there 
read is : " And Abraham took Ishmael his son, and all that were 
born in his house, and all that were bought with his money, 
every male among the men of Abraham s house, and circum- 
cised" them, (Gen. xvii. 23 ) Whence then did the writer get his 
number three hundred and eighteen ? he found it in chap. xiv. 14, 
*' And when Abram heard that his brother was taken captive, 
he armed his trained seiTants, born in his own house, three hun- 
dred and eighteen." 

That the number circumcised, compiising as it did every 
male young and old, bom in Abraham's house, and bought with 
his money, should be precisely the same as the number of his 
men born in his house and trained to arms fifteen years before 
(the dates according to the chronology of the Oxford quarto are, 
B.C. 1913 and b.c. 189S), would be a miracle of chance, and is 
utterly incredible without Scripture authority for it, which there 
is not ; but even if we suppose a fact so improbable as that three 
hundred and eighteen was the number circumcised, the Scrip- 
ture does not say so ; yet the writer of the epistle asserts that it 
does. 
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so-called epistle of Barnabas. My motive for thus 
thoroughly sifting its pretensions I have already 
avowed by my admission that, if really written by 
Barnabas, it would tell for something; it would 
show, that in no long time after the deaths of Peter 
and Paul, Sunday observance, in some form or other, 
had begun to be practised among Christians. This 
would be proving something, but not much; for it 
would not prove the observance to have been then the 
practice of the Christian Church, and it would in no 
respect shake the evidence I have adduced from Scrip- 
ture itself, that such was not the practice of the 
Church in the time of St. Paul. But the epistle was 
not written by Barnabas ; it is not merely " unworthy 
of him," — it would be a disgrace to him, and, what is 
of much more consequence, it would be a disgrace to 
the Christian religion, as being the production of one 
of the authorised teachers of that religion in the time 
of the Apostles, which circumstance would seriously 
damage the evidence of its divine origin. Not being 
the epistle of Barnabas, the document is, as regards 
the Sabbath question, nothing more than the testi- 
mony of some imknown writer to the practice of Sun- 
day observance by some Christians of some unknown 
community at some uncertain period of the Christian 
era, with no sufficient ground for believing that period 
to have been the first century. 

As affording proof that Sunday was observed in 
the second century, the epistle is of no value what- 
ever. Of that fact, we have, as will be presently 
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shown, much more distinct evidence, and on much 
better authority (I allude to the testimony of Justin 
Martyr). The epistle is, however, of some value, as 
giving some, though but a vague and imperfect, notion 
of the mode in which Sunday was observed in the 
time of the writer, whenever that might be. The 
writer, it may be recollected, thus describes it, ac- 
cording to Mr. Gumey's translation ; " We keep the 
eighth day as a jojrful holy day" {Ayofkiv r^v ^ijogaif 

Undoubtedly the verb ayssv may mean " to observe 
a festival," which in the present instance would imply 
a religious festival; but Mr. Gumey seems to have 
adopted this somewhat circuitous translation for the 
sake of introducing the word Aoly, which is not in the 
original. Archbishop Wake, who had no Sabbatarian 
object in view when translating this passage, is content 
to translate it more literally, " We observe the eighth 
day with gladness." 

From Mr. Gurney*s translation, his readers would 
be disposed to imagine, as he probably intended they 
should, that the day was principally devoted to prayer 
and other holy exercises ; whilst there can be little 
doubt, from the description given in the epistle, sHght 
as it is, that the principal characteristic of the day was 
festivity, in its ordinary sense, and very possibly, there- 
fore, the only religious ceremony of the day was the 
giving of thanks at the feast.* That no Sabbatical 

* Dounegan in his lexicon translates iv^^otrvvn ** cheerfulness, 
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gloom hung over the celebration of this " joyful holy 
day," Mr. Gumey's first epithet and Archbishop 
Wake's more literal translation sufficiently testify, and 
that, in fact, there was, in the celebration of the day, a 
total disregard of the old Sabbath, and consequently 
of all its austerities, may be gathered fi-om the manner 
in which the writer speaks of Sabbaths in the passages 
already quoted from the epistle. He there represents 
the Almighty as declaring of the old Sabbaths, they 
" are not acceptable unto me, but those which I have 
made, when resting fi-om aU things, I shall begin the 
eighth day, that is, the beginning of the other world." 

Whatever, therefore, was, in the time of the writer 
of the epistle, the peculiar mode of observing the Sun- 
day, it could not have been Sabbatical ; for he repre- 
sents the observance of the old Sabbaths to be no 
longer acceptable to God, and the observance of new 
Sabbaths, he tells us, was reserved for the world to 
come. 

He is even, if possible, still more explicit on this 
point in a previous chapter of the epistle. He there 
quotes the well-known passages from Isaiah (i. 11, 
&c.) : " To what purpose is the multitude of your 
sacrifices unto me? saith the Lord .... Bring no 
more vain oblations ; incense is an abomination unto 



gaiety* joy, particularly at a feast.'' And we are, of course, re- 
minded by the Greek word w^^orvvn of the goddess invoked in 
Milton's " Allegro :"— 

" fair and free. 
In heaven yclept Euphrosyne, 
And by men heart-easing Mirth." 
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me : :be De^ iiic«:j3» and Sabbaths, the calliDg of as- 
KTiiblies, I caiiiKX airaT wiih : it is iniqnitr, even the 
^>krxii meeting/' And upon those passages the 
vrriter of the episile makes the foDowing commeDt: 
^'' These things therefore hath God abolished, that the 
new law di oar Lord Jesos Christ, which is without 
the voke of anj snch necessitr, might have the spi- 
ritual offering of men themselves." 

Although no importance whatever can be attached 
to anything which the writer of this epistle may 
have been pleased to assert authoritatively, as fix)in 
himself, in r^ard to doctrine, the above comment is 
decisive evidence of the fact, that in his time Sunday 
was not SabbaticaUy observed ; which £eu^, although 
ap[)earing in the depositions of his own witness, Mr. 
Gumey has found it convenient to suppress.* 

* A writ^rr of " Brief Remarks ' is fairly entitled to the pri- 
vilege of omitting to notice facts adverse to his case ; since the 
notice of them would require comment that would add inconve- 
niently \^) the length of a treatise intended to be short. But 
Hiirely he abuses his pnvilege, when he brings forward as a wit- 
news in his case an ancient author wholly unknown and inaces- 
siblo U) the great majority of his readers, and lays before them 
th(} favourable testimony of that author on a minor point, and 
withhohls his adverse testimony on the chief point in the contro- 
versy. Mr. Gurney, it is to be recollected, is an ultra-Sabba- 
Ijirian, whose main object is to persuade his readers that they are 
bound us (Jhristians to observe the Sunday as a Sabbath in the 
Htrict(iHt H(;nso of that word, and who, with that object in view, 
invariably intimates to them, that proof of the religious ob- 
Hervanc(3 of that day by the early Christians is proof of their 
Habbatic-al obscTvance of it. He could have no fair right, there- 
for(?, to adduce the testimony of Barnabas to prove that the early 
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IGNATIUS, 
HIS EPISTLE TO THE MAGNESIANS. 

The next non-Scriptural document to which the 
Sabbatarians appeal,* is this epistle of Ignatius. 

Every one at all conversant with such matters is 
aware that the works of Ignatius have been more 
interpolated and corrupted than those of any other of 
the ancient fathers ; and also, that some writings have 
been attributed to him which are wholly spurious. 
"Archbishop Usher was the first that began to remedy 
the confusion in the works of Ignatius, and to restore 
him to his primitive simplicity in his edition of them 
at Oxford, a.d. 1644, but this edition consisted only 

Christians observed the Sunday as " a joyful holy day," and con- 
ceal that part of his witness's testimony, which proves that they 
did not observe it as a Sabbath. 

Paley, who was no Sabbatarian in the proper sense of that 
appellation, might, with perfect fairness and consistency, if he 
had produced Barnabas as a witness to the observance of Sunday 
" by some religious application or other," have omitted to state 
the anti-Sabbatarian portion of his testimony. Not so with Mr. 
Gumey, the strenuous advocate of a Sunday Sahbath. 

* The epistle of Clement, bishop of Rome, an unquestionably 
genuine writing of about a.d. 96, as some think, but as others 
think, of much earlier date, is not one of the non- Scriptural do- 
cuments which Sabbatarians appeal to ; for, as before remarked 
(p. 133), it is entirely silent as to any religious observance of the 
first day of the week. 
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of the old Latin translatioii of them."* Some years 
afterwards Coteknos (Coteber), an eminent French 
divine, in a conecticm which he published of the woris 
of the Apostolic Fathers, inserted all the wcaks that 
had ever been attributed to Ignatius with a new Latin 
translation of them.t Some idea may be formed of 
the extent to which liberties had been taken with the 
name and writings of this £Erflier, when it is fonnd 
that Cotelerius ranges his subject under these four 
heads: — 

1 . Sancti Ignatii Epistolae. (The Epistles of St. Ig- 

natius. These are seven in number and very 
short.) 

2. Sancti Ignatii Epistolae Interpolatae. (These are 

the seven short Epistles, largely interpolated.) 

3. Epistolae Supposititiae. (Spurious Epistles.) 

4. Aliae Adulterinae Epistolae. (Other spurious 

Epistles.) t 

Cotelerius also gives, in his edition, the old Latin 
translation, which he entitles " Epistolarum verarum 
et supposititiarum vetus Versio." 

* Archbishop Wake's Discourse, appended to his translation 
of the genuine epistles of the Apostolic Fathers. London, 
2d edition, 1710. 

f ** SS. Patrum qui temporibus Apostolicis floruerunt, &c., 
Opera," is the title of the work. When it was first published by 
Cotelerius, I have not been able to ascertain. The edition which 
1 have consulted is that of Le Clerc, Amsterdam, 1724. 

I "Ali© AdulterinsB Epistolae." These are extant only in 
a Latin version. Among them are the two following, which 
I transcribe as a curious specimen of the many impudent 
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The learned labours of Cotelerius were by some, 
no doubt, considered to have settled for ever what 
ought to be deemed genuine and what spurious in 
the writings ascribed to Ignatius ; but it would seem 
we are not yet to feel secure on that point. A recent 

forgeries palmed upon the Christian world in the earlier ages of 
Christianity :— 

" Christophora Marim sum Ignatius. 

" Me Neophytum, Johannisque tui discipulum confortare et 
consolari debueras. De Jesu enim tuo percepi mira dictu, et 
stupefactus sum ex auditu. A te autem, qu8B semper ei fuisti 
familiaris et conjuncta, et secretorum ejus conscia, desidero ex 
animo fieri certior de auditis. Scripsi tibi etiam alias, et rogavi 
de iisdem. Valeas, et Neophyti, qui mecum sunt, ex te, et per 
te, et in te confortentur. Amen. 

" Beatimmm Virginis ad hanc Epistolam Besponsio. 

**Ignatio dilectOf condiscipulo, humilis ancilla Christi 
Jesu, 

•* De Jesu, qu8B a Johanne audisti, et didicisti, vera sunt. 
lUa credas, illis inhsereas, et Christianitatis susceptae votum 
firmiter teneas, et mores, et vitam voto conformes. Veniam 
autem ima cum Johanne te, et qui tecum sunt, visere. * Sta in 
fide, et viriliter age,'* nee te commoveat persecutionis austeritas, 
sect valeat et *exultet Spiritus tuus in Deo salutari tuo.'f Amen." 

(translation.) 

** To Mary, the Mother of Christ, from her Ignatius, 

"It is your ofl&ce to strengthen and comfort me, who am a 
neophyte and a disciple of John. For of your beloved Jesus I 
have heard things wonderful to be told, and have been astounded 

* 1 Cor. xvi. 13. f Luke, i. 47. 
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discovery of two very ancient manuscripts in the 
British Museum* renders it probable that even the 
short epistles, which had been deemed genuine by 
Cotelerius, may have been interpolated, for the newly- 
discovered MSS. consist of Syriac versions of three of 
the short epistles, and the omissions in those three, of 
passages now forming part of the so-called genuine 

* 

when listening to what was told me. From you, then, who were 
always familiarly associated with Jesus, and acquainted with the 
mysteries concerning him, I desire most anxiously to ohtain some 
greater certainty as to all that I have heard. I have written 
to you hefore, and entreated to be informed on these matters. 
Farewell, and may the neophytes who are with me be strength- 
ened in their faith from you, by you, and in you. Amen. 

" The Answer of the most Blessed Virgin to this Epistle. 

'* The lowly Handmaid of Christ Jesus to her beloved 
If/natim, her Co-disciple. 

*' Those things which you have heard and learnt from John 
concerning Jesus are tme. Believe them, abide in them, and 
hold firmly to the vow of Christianity which you have made, and 
to that vow let your conduct and your life be conformed. I 
intend, however, to come with John to visit you, and those who 
are with you. * Stand fast in the faith, and acquit yourself 
like a man.' ^ And let no severity of persecution deter you ; but 
let your ' spirit' be strong and * rejoice in God your Saviour. '^ 
Amen." 

* The MSS. have been published, and are edited by the Kev. 
W. Cureton, M.A. London, 1845. I have not myself seen the 
work. 



1 '* Stand fast in the faith, quit you like men," (1 Cor. 
xvi. 13.) 

2 " My spirit hath rejoiced in God my Saviour," (Luke, i. 47.) 
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epistles, are said to be considerable. Some able 
critics of the last century had had their suspicions, 
which are thus verified, that even those epistles were 
not entirely genuine. Dr. Lardner thought " they 
may have been tampered with;*' and he says that 
Beausobre, though he favours the genuineness of those 
epistles, " suspects that even they have been inter- 
polated," (vol. ii. p. 69, and note.) 

It might be doubted, in consequence, whether it 
be worth while to go into any examination of the 
testimony supposed to be afforded by Ignatius to the 
custom of observing the Sunday at the time when he 
wrote the epistle to the Magnesians, which Lardner 
thinks was in a.d. 107; others think it was some 
years later. But since that epistle is quoted by Mr. 
Gumey as containing " a clear allusion to the keeping 
of the Lord's day," and since it is not one of those 
epistles that are found in the Syriac MSS., and, 
therefore, may still be thought genuine throughout, 
some examination of it becomes indispensable. 

Assuming, then, for this purpose, the perfect inte- 
grity of the short epistle to the Magnesians, as given 
by Cotelerius, I shall transcribe from it the passage 
which Mr. Gumey appeals to. It is this : Mrjxsri 

Mr. Gurney quotes the original in a note, but in- 
stead of translating this passage, short as it is, he, in 
his text, gives the following account of it: — '^Ignatius, 
in his epistle to the Magnesians, contrasts the Jewish 

R 
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practice of Sabbatising with Kving according to the 
Lord's day in which our hfe arose. These expressions 
(IVIr. Gumey adds) are probably descriptive of a life 
spent in holiness and virtue, after the likeness of the 
resurrection of Christ. Nevertheless they contain a 
clear allusion to the keeping of the Lord's day." 

Mr. Gumey, it thus appears, assents to Archbishop 
Wake's translation of the passage as regards the phrase 
of " the Lord's day." The archbishop's translation is 
as follows : — " No longer observing Sabbaths,* but 
keeping the Lord's day, in which also our life is 
sprung up." 

It seems not a Uttle strange that the archbishop 
should so widely depart from the Uteral translation, 
which is this: *'No longer observing Sabbaths, but 
living according to the Lord's life, in which also ©ur 
life is sprung up." For there is no phrase or word 
in the original which corresponds to the phrase " the 
Lord's day," or to the word "keeping." In a note 
referring to this word the archbishop says, " or, living 
according to:" so that he acknowledges this trans- 
lation would be correct ; but the consequence of his 
throwing it into a note is to lead the reader to suppose 
that, though the original may be so translated, the 

* " No longer observing Sabbaths." By giving an account, 
instead of a translation of the passage, Mr. Gurney very adroitly 
avoids the necessity of placing these inopportune words in sight. 
The little word ^u«gT« (no longer) seems to have frightened him 
out of his usual course, which was to translate his Greek quota- 
tions for the benefit of the unlearned. 
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preferable translation is that which is given in the 
text, when, in truth, so far from being a preferable 
translation, it is no translation at all. The original, 
ZfSvrsg pcaroi, means "living according to," and can 
mean nothing else. The old Latin version is true to 
this sense {viventes secundum) ; so, also, is that of 
Cotelerius {viventes jrixtd). It is impossible to sus- 
pect Archbishop Wake of any design to misrepresent 
his author. The probability seems to be, that sin- 
cerely believing the Lord's day was intended to be 
referred to, he thought that to speak of living accord- 
ing to a day would be to speak something very like 
nonsense, as, indeed, it would. He, therefore, made 
use of the word "keeping*' (keeping the Lord's day), 
and thus gave a translation conformable to the sup- 
posed sense of the original, though not conformable to 
its language. But why should the archbishop think 
Ignatius meant to refer to the Lord's day when he 
speaks only of the Lord's life ? Cotelerius also trans- 
lates the original as though Ignatius meant to refer to 
the Lord's day ; but, nevertheless, he is evidently 
annoyed* at finding, as the substantive to «yg>/a«^v, 
the word X^anv (life), where he would rather have found 
ifjbegav (day), or no substantive at aU. It looks as if 
both these learned persons suffered themselves to be 



* " ImportunsB vocis ^^iif (says Cotelerius, in a note) nee ab 
interprete nee ab interpolatore agnitae, cum antiquum inventorem, 
turn recentem patronum latuit Ignatii loci elegantia, in quo 
KtiTti Kv^utxiif ^y et aJKtcril^uf prsBclare opponuntur." 
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unduly influenced by the old Latin version, in which 
the original is translated ** secundum Dominicam m- 
ventea' (living according to the Lord's day). Cote- 
lerius has, ''jtixta Dominicam viventes/'* 

It may, indeed, be conjectured, that the author of 
the old version had a manuscript before him in which 
Zflf^iP did not occur. In such a case it would certainly 
be allowable, if consistent with the context, to assume 
that ^fLsguv was the understood substantive to the 
adjective xvgiuxjjv. But I shall show from the context 
that Zfif^v must be the true reading, and may be pre- 
sumed, therefore, to have been found in all the ancient 
manuscripts, as well as in those that are extant. It 

* Coteleriua was also influenced, and strange it seems that 
he should he so, hy a passage in Clemens Alexandrinus, which 
he adds to his note beginning, *' Importunse vocis ^m»iv" The 
passage is this : — Owtoj IvToXtiv riiv kutu to et5«yygAi«i' ^tecx-^x^ufitm 
Kv^iccKtiv iKiiyvtv r*iif n^i^xif ttouT, et kv UTfofitcXXi^ ^xvXov vomfietf xdt 
yve^trrtKoy ^^o<rXec^Yi Tfiv h xvrS rov Kv^tov eiycl<rr»(rty ^o^u^mv. (Clem. 

Alex. 7 Miscellanea, p. 744.) Having quoted this, Cotelerius ex- 
claims, — "See what it is to live according to the Lord's day." 
("Vides quod sit secundum Dominicam vivere.") But Clement 
says not a word in this quotation about living " according to " a 
day. The phrase we find in it is, "according to" the Gospel. 
" He (says Clemens) who fulfils the command according to 
the Gospel, maizes that a Lord s day in which he casts aside every 
evil thought," &c. A very good sentiment, but nothing to the 
purpose of Cotelerius, as it is no authority whatever for the use 
of the phrase "according to the Lord's day." It is much more 
like an authority for a literal translation of the phrase in Ig- 
natius, " living according to the Lord's life " (i. e. according to 
the Gospel). 
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is to be observed, besides, that as the old Latin version 
comprises translations, not only of the genuine epistles 
but of those also which are interpolated, and even of 
those (the epistola mpposititice) which are forgeries 
fix)m beginning to end, it must have been made very 
many years — some centuries, perhaps — after the time 
of Ignatius, and when the practice of Sunday observance 
had become fully estabUshed, and the day itself gene- 
rally designated as the Lord's day ; and, therefore, 
the author of that version may have been unduly in- 
fluenced by the interpolated epistle, which refers ex- 
pressly to the Lord's day, and may, in consequence, 
when translating the «ara Kv^tuKTiv Zfifrjp of the genuine 
epistle, have used an unjustifiable latitude of inter- 
pretation. 

With regard to the interpolator of that epistle, 
he, it is clear, was determined to make it apparent 
that Ignatius was an especial patron of the practice 
of observing the Lord's day, and he accordingly makes 
the saint speak in unmistakeable terms upon the sub- 
ject. He, therefore, in the first place repudiates the 
"troublesome word" Zfo^if (life), for which (as dis- 
playing a perception of the elegance of the passage 
when so corrected) he is, as we have seen, compli- 
mented by Cotelerius ; he then introduces into the 
text the following passage, which certainly is making 
Ignatius speak out plain enough. I give it in the 
Latin version of Cotelerius : — " Non amplius igitur 
sabbatizemus Judaico more .... sed unusquisque 
vestrum sabbatizet spiritualiter, meditatione legis 
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gaudens At post Sabbatum omnis Christi amator 

Dominicum celebret diem, resurrectioni consecratum 
Dominicae, reginam et maximam omnium dierum."* 
(Let us, therefore, no longer observe Sabbaths after 
the manner of the Jews .... but let every one of 
you observe Sabbaths in a spiritual manner, rejoiciDg 
in the meditation of the law .... and after the Sab- 
bath day, let every lover of Christ celebrate the Lord's 
day, which is consecrated to our Lord's resurrection, 
and is the queen and chief of all days.) 

This interpolation was received as genuine by all 
in Heylyn's time, and is quoted as such by Bishop 
White, who was contemporary with Heylyn.f It cannot 
appear surprising, therefore, that Heylyn should look 
upon the text in the Revelation (i. 10) as unquestion- 
able proof that before the death of St. John (about 
A.D. 100) the Sunday was religiously observed, and 
called by the name of " the Lord's day " (see p. 116) ; 
for the date of the epistle to the Magnesians could not 
have been much subsequent to that of the Book of the 
Revelation, if written by St. John, as Heylyn believed 
it was. But had Heylyn known what is now known, 
that the additions made in the larger epistles were all 
forgeries, it may well be doubted if he would so 
readily have admitted that the custom of observing the 

* This passage from the interpolated epistle has been quoted 
before for another purpose, and more fully : see p. 131. 

t Bishop White, in concert with Heylyn, and in the same 
year (1636), wrote against the " Sabbatarian novelty." Bishop 
Usher's edition of Ignatius was not published till a.d. 1644. 
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Sunday, and calling it (as he says, kolt \\oy/i^^ the 
Lord's day, was established among Christians at 
the close of the first century. 

But to return to the genuine epistle. Why should 
it be supposed that Ignatius, in the passage quoted 
from it, meant to speak of hving according to the 
Lord's day, and not of living according to the Lord's 
life? Because, says Cotelerius, of the elegance of 
the former interpretation, by which to observe Sab- 
bath-days, and to live according to the Lord's day, are 
placed in admirable contrast vnth each other {prceclare 
opponuntur). But if we look to the context, we shall 
find a contrast quite as perfect, and much more con- 
sistent and intelligible, in reference to the Lord's life. 
The extract in question forms part of a passage, of 
which I shall now quote the whole, excepting (in the 
translation) two sentences which are parenthetical, and 
have no bearing on the point in discussion. I shall 
use Archbishop Wake's translation, but shall take the 
liberty of giving to Karot, Kvgiocx?jy Zfo^v Zfoureg its literal 
interpretation. 

"Be not deceived (says Ignatius) with strange 
doctrines, nor with old fables which are unprofitable. 
For if we still continue to live according to the Jewish 
law, we do confess ourselves not to have received grace. 
For even the most holy prophets Hved according to 
Christ Jesus. . . . Wherefore if they who were brought 
up in these ancient laws came nevertheless to the new- 
ness of hope, no longer observing Sabbaths, but Hving 
according to the Lord's life, in which also our Ufe is 
sprung up by him, and through his death, whom yet 
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some deny ; . . . how shall we be able to live different 
from him, whose disciples the very prophets them- 
selves being, did by the Spirit expect him as their 
Master ? And therefore he, whom they justly waited 
for, being come, raised them up from the dead. Let 
us not then be insensible of his goodness ; for should 
he have dealt with us according to our works, we had 
not now had a being. Wherefore being become his 
disciples, let us learn to Uve according to the rules of 
Christianity."* 

The first surprise of the reader, on perusing these 
extracts, will probably be, that of finding that in the 
passage quoted by Mr. Gurney, and which is translated 
by Archbishop Wake, " no longer observing Sabbaths, 
but keeping the Lord's day," Ignatius is speaking, not 
of himself and of the Christians in his time, but of 
" the most holy prophets " of the olden time : and the 



* " Ne seducamini alienis doctrinis, neque veteribus fabulis, 
quse sunt inutiles. Si namque adhuc juxta legem Judaicam 
vixerimus, confitemur nos gratiam non accepisse. Divinissimi 
namque prophetae juxta Christum Jesum vixerunt (sect. 8). 
.... Si igitur qui in vetustis rebus versati fuerant, ad novi- 
tatem spei venerunt, non amplius Sabbatum colentes, sed juxta 
Dominicam viventes, in qua et vita nostra exorta est per ipsum, 
et mortem ipsius, quern quidam negant ; . . . . quo modo nos 
poterimus vivere sine ipso ? cujus etiam prophetse diseipuli cum 
essent, spiritu ipsum ut Doctorem expectabant, et propter hoc is 
quem juste praestolabantur adveniens suscitavit ipsos ex mortuis 
(sect. 9). Ne igitur nullus nos tangat sensus benignitatis ipsius. 
Si enim nos imitetur secundum ea quas facimus, jam periimus. 
Propterea diseipuli ejus effecti discamus secundum Christianis- 
mum vivere" (sect. 10). 
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next surprise, I should think, will be that of finding it 
to have been possible for the learned to fancy Ignatius 
meant to represent the prophets as keeping the Lord's 
day; for such, if they are consistent, must be the 
fancy of those who maintain the true translation of 
the passage under consideration to be, as Archbishop 
Wake has it, "no longer observing Sabbaths, but 
keeping the Lord's day." It is undoubtedly a very 
allowable figure of speech to represent the prophets as 
Christians by anticipation, inasmuch as they expected 
Christ, and lived a life of hoUness and virtue, con- 
formably to " the rules of Christianity :" but Ignatius 
has far exceeded all reasonable Hcense of imagination, 
if he intended to say of the prophets that they actually 
observed a day commemorating an event which in 
their time had not yet come to pass. He therefore 
must have intended to represent them as " living ac- 
cording to the Lord's life," and not as keeping or liv- 
ing according to the Lord's day. To speak of living 
according to a day is, in fact, to use a phrase without 
a meaning. Not less unmeaning, however, and equally 
absurd, is the sentiment attributed to Ignatius by Mr. 
Gurney, who, as we have seen, represents him as de- 
scribing " a life spent in hoUness and virtue, after the 
likeness of the resurrection." 

On the other hand, if our theological theorists 
would but allow Ignatius to be his own interpreter, 
and the words which he uses to bear their natural 
and literal signification, how perfectly would his 
phrase of "living according to the Lord's Ufe" agree 
with the whole tenor of the context ! For the co; 
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shows that Ignatius, instead of intending to contrast 
the Sabbath day with the Lord's day, is throughout 
contrasting a Jewish life with a Christian life ; a life 
spent in observing Sabbaths and ceremonies, with a 
life spent according to the Lord's life, which was 
spent in holiness and virtue " according to the rules 
of Christianity/' This last-quoted expression, and 
other expressions found in the above extracts from the 
epistle, are in a very striking manner confirmatory 
of the construction here given to the passage und» 
consideration, and as such can hardly have escaped 
the notice of the reader. Thus, " living according to 
the Lord's hfe, in which also our life is sprung up." 
Why " also" our life, unless the Lord's life had been 
previously mentioned ? Still more remarkable is the 
language of a preceding sentence, " for even the most 
holy prophets lived according to Christ Jesus." What 
is this but saying in other words living " according to 
the Lord's life ?" that is, according to the pattern He 
set us, or, as Ignatius expresses it, " according to the 
rules of Christianity." 

Judging, therefore, by the tenor of the epistle 
itself, the literal translation of the passage in dis-i 
cussion, "no longer observing Sabbaths, but living 
according to the Lord's life," appears to give it> 
true and proper meaning; and if this be so, Igna- 
tius, whom Mr. Gurney puts forward as a matem 
witness to prove the observance of the Lord's dayiij 
the beginning of the second centiu-y, fails to prove 
such fact, it appearing on a thorough examination 
his testimony that he does not even mention 
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Lord's day, nor in any way allude to the religious 
observance of it, whether by that name or by any 
other. Far from serving the Sabbatarian cause, Igna- 
tius does it a great disservice ; for he speaks of Sab- 
baths in a manner which clearly indicates that the 
Christians of his time observed no Sabbath whatever. 
Erom the testimony of Ignatius, thus proved to be 
unprofitable, and in one point of view injurious to the 
Sabbatarians, we may now proceed to that of Pliny, 
which might justly be considered as in some degree 
favourable to them, if the question. Whether the Sun- 
day was observed by Christians in the beginning of 
the second century ? were one of real importance in the 
Sabbath controversy, which most certainly it is not. 



PLINY, 



HIS EPISTLE TO TRAJAN. 



"Our next witness is Pliny the younger," says 

. Mr. Gumey, with that air of triumph which betokens 

jt confidence, real or assumed, that his two previous 

witnesses, Barnabas and Ignatius, had done wonders 

jfor him, although the latter had proved nothing, and 

iSthe former nothing that was worth proving. For, as 

^e have seen, Ignatius makes no mention of the reli- 

;ious observance of any day whatever ; and the sup- 

>sed Barnabas, in his vague allusion to some such 

^servance of "the eighth day," is most probably 
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speaking of some practice of the second century, or 
towards the close of the first century ; in which case 
his evidence of it is of no value. 

What then is the nature, and what the value, of 
the evidence given by Mr. Gurney's " next witness, 
Phny the younger?" It is contained in a letter 
written to the Emperor Trajan, in the year 107 of 
the Christian era, when Pliny was governor of the 
province of Bithynia, upon information given by per- 
sons who had once been Christians, against those who 
were accused before Pliny of being at that time 
Christians. Pliny tells the emperor that the Christ- 
ians " were wont to meet together on a stated day 
before it was light (' quod essent soliti stato die ante 
lucem convenire'), and sing among themselves alter- 
nately a hymn to Christ as a God, and bind them- 
selves by an oath, not to the commission of any wick- 
edness, but not to be guilty of theft, or robbery, or 
adultery, never to falsify their word, nor to deny a 
pledge committed to them when called upon to return 
it. When these things were performed it was their 
custom to separate, and then to come together again 
to a meal, which they ate in common without any 
disorder, (' Quibus peractis morem sibi discedendi 
fuisse, rursusque co-eundi ad capiendum cibum, pro- 
miscuum tamen, et innoxium.'*)" 

At what periods this stated day occurred does not 

* I have used Lardner's translation. Melmoth translates 
the last sentence thus : " After which it was their custom to 
separate, and then re-assemble to eat in common a harmless 
meal." 
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appear in Pliny's letter. It has been generally taken 
for granted that it was once a-week, and on the first 
day of the week ; yet it may be that it was not so. 
The Christians of Bithynia were, it is to be presumed, 
chiefly converts from heathenism, and neither Greeks 
nor Romans then made use of that division of time — 
they divided their year into months, and then* months 
into decades. The Christians of Bith5mia may, there- 
fore, for anything that appears to the contrary, have 
met once in every month, or once in every decade. 
However, as it was afterwards the custom among 
Christians to make the first day of the week the 
stated day of assembling for Christian worship, it is 
on the whole most probable that such was the custom 
of the Bithynian Christians in Pliny's time. But Mr. 
Gumey is not content to rest the belief of the fact on 
probability only, he undertakes to give proof of it. 
For this purpose he quotes the above passage from 
Pliny's letter relating to the religious .rites performed 
by Christians on a stated day, and then asks emphati- 
cally, "But what was the stated day when these 
things took place ? Clearly," he answers, " the first 
day of the week, as is proved by the very question 
which it was customary for the Roman persecutors to 
address to the martyrs, Dominicum servaati? — Hast 
thou kept the Lord's day? To which the answer 
usually returned was in substance as follows : Christ- 
ianus sum, intermittere non possum ; — I am a Christian, 
I cannot omit it." 

No one can doubt but that Mr. Gumey means by 
this statement to be understood as asserting that the 
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question, Hast thou kept the Lord's day? was ad- 
dressed to Pliny's martyrs, for, otherwise, his proof 
would not be applicable to his case. 

Now, although with reference to the chief ques- 
tions in the Sabbath controversy, the fact (if it be the 
fact) that the Sunday was observed in Pliny's time, is 
one of no real value to the Sabbatarians, inasmuch as 
it would be no evidence that the Sunday was observed 
in the time of the Apostles, I shall, nevertheless, pro- 
ceed to investigate the truth of Mr. Gurney's assertion 
(for in eflFect he does assert), that Dominicum aervasti? 
was a question put to the Christians accused before 
Pliny. The result will, I expect, show this to be a 
curious instance of the Uttle regard which theological 
writers are accustomed to pay to accuracy, when their 
pmpose is to persuade their readers into the behef of 
a favourite dogma. Those only who have occasion, 
and who take the trouble to test the statements of 
such writers when dealing with matters of fact, can 
have any idea of the extent to which their habitual 
recklessness of assertion is carried. I therefore think 
that my proposed inquiry into the truth of Mr. Gur- 
ney's bold statement respecting the question put to 
Pliny's martyrs, although it will be of some length, 
will be well worth the space which I shall be com- 
pelled to allot to it. 

Let us see then how Mr. Gurney attempts to 
make good his statement. AH the authority he gives 
for it is a note in these words, " Acts of Martyrs in 
Bishop Andrews on the Ten Commandments, p. 
264." Mr. Gurney's readers are, therefore, to un- 



\ 
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derstand, that if they will refer to the works of Bishop 
Andrews (which none of them were likely to possess, 
and but few were likely to have access to), they would 
there find proofs collected by the bishop from ancient 
writings called " Acts of Martyrs/' that the customary 
question to the martyrs from the earliest times of per- 
secution, was Dominicum servasti ? — Hast thou kept 
the Lord's day? But should any of Mr. Gumey's 
readers take the trouble to refer to Bishop Andrews, 
their expectation would be disappointed, as I shall 
proceed to show. 

The work which Mr. Gurney must intend to refer 
to, is entitled, "The Pattern of Catechistical Doc- 
trine at large; or, a learned and pious Exposition 
of the Ten Commandments," * in page 264 of which 
there is the following passage relating to the Lord's 
day:— 

"This day, this pa <ra66arft;v, came to have the 
name of Dies Dominicm in the Apostles' times, and is 
so expressly called then by St. John in the Revelation 
(i. 10) ; and that name from that day to this hath 
holden still, which continuance of it from the Apostles' 
age may be deduced down from father to father, even 
to the council of Nice ; and lower, I trust, we need 
not to follow it. No doubt is made of it since then 
by any that hath read anything. I should hold you 
too long to cite them in particular. I avow it on my 

* I understand there has been a reprint of " The Pattern of 
Cathechistical Doctrine," published in 1846. This, it will be 
observed, was fourteen years after the publication of Mr. Gumey's 
third edition of his " Brief Remarks.'* 
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credit, there is not any ecclesiastical writer in whom it 
is not to be found. 

" Ignatius (whom I would not name, but that I 
find his words in Nazianzen), Justin Martjrr, Diony- 
sius bishop of Corinth, in Eusebius, lib. iv., Irenaeus, 
Clemens Alexandrinus, TertuUian, Origen, Cyprian, 
every one. 

" And that we may put it past all question, Jus- 
tin Martyr, who lived in the very next age to the 
Apostles, and TertuUian, who lived in the next age to 
him, both say directly the solemn assemblies of the 
Christians were that day ever on Sunday, r^ rod 
rfKiov fiiiA^y saith Justin ; Die Solis, saith TertuUian, 
and leave the Jews to their Saturn (either, in their 
apologies offered by them to the emperors ; Justin 
made two, in his second, TertuUian but one, the six- 
teenth chapter of his) ; that of the true day there can 
be no manner of doubt. 

" A thing so notorious, so weU known even to the 
heathen themselves as it was (in the Acts of the Mar- 
tyrs) ever an usual question of theirs (even of course) 
in their examining : What ? Dominicum servasti ? — 
Hold you the Sunday ? and their answer known : they 
aU aver it, Christianus sum, intermittere non possum, — 
I am a Christian, I cannot intermit it, not the Lord's 
day, in any wise. These are examples enough." 

And this loose, rambling piece of declamation, Mr. 
Gurney is of opinion, fully authorises him to assure 
his readers, that clearly the first day of the week was 
the stated day when the Christians held their religious 
meetings in the time of Pliny. Even if the reference 
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made to the Acts of the Martyrs by the bishop were 
found to bear out- his statement as to the question, 
Dominicum servasti ? having been put to the mar- 
tyrs, the statement is not so precise in its language 
as to imply that the bishop intended to pledge him- 
self by it to the fact that that question was invariably, 
without any exception, addressed to the martyrs from 
the earliest times of persecution. Yet, unless Mr. 
Gamey puts this construction upon the bishop's 
words, "it was ever," he cannot be entitled to ad- 
duce them in proof, that so early as in Pliny's time 
the question, Dominicum servasti ? was put to the 
accused ; and even if the bishop meant to pledge him- 
self to the fact that this was an invariable question, it 
did not become Mr. Gurney, who was so well qualified 
by his learning and talents to investigate such matters, 
to take so improbable a fact for granted without further 
inquiry, especially as he must know that the " Pattern 
of Catechistical Doctrine," from which the foregoing 
extract is taken, was a posthumous pubUcation ;* and, 
what is more, he must also know, if he read the pre- 
face, that the editor inserted in the book as pubUshed, 
many passages which formed no part of the bishop's 

* He must know that it was a posthumous publication, 
whether he read the preface to it or not. Its title, as well as its 
date, shows it to he so ; for no author would speak of his own per- 
formance as " a learned and pious exposition" of his subject. It 
is possible, indeed, to suppose, though hard to believe, that Mr. 
Gurney paid no attention to the date, the title, or the preface. 
But even if such was the case, such negligence would leave him 
still culpable for quoting the bishop as an authority. 

S 



25S XOX-SCBIPTURAL EVIDENCE. 

original work, and that the passage here extracted 
from the book is one of them : it is printed in italics 
as such, " Whereas," says the editor, " some things 
are omitted or but briefly touched (in the " Pattern,") 
a supplement is made out of his (the bishop's) other 
works, or where it could not be had out of them, 
there is added what was needful to be supplied." It 
might happen, no doubt, that the addition above 
noticed, was made out of the bishop's other works, 
but the editor does not say that it was so. It might, 
therefore, be a supplement written by himself. Did 
Mr. Gumey endeavour to ascertain how the fact 
stood ? I suspect he did not. If so, he was not jus- 
tified in quoting the bishop as his authority for what 
he had stated. If he did inquire into the fact, and 
was successful in his inquiry, he would find that, 
although true it is the addition was made out of the 
bishop's other works, it was from a work upon which 
no reliance whatever could properly be placed. He 
would find that it was taken, word for word, from a 
printed speech, said to have been made by the bishop 
in the coiu*t of Star-Chamber in the case of Thraske, 
who was accused before that arbitrary tribunal of 
maintaining the heretical opinion that Christians were 
bound to keep the seventh-day Sabbath (a Saturday 
and not a Sunday Sabbath), an opinion, by the way, 
which, from its obvious consistency with the fourth 
commandment, had some followers, and gave great 
trouble to such of the Sunday Sabbatarians of those 
days as maintained that the foiu'th commandment was 
obUgatory upon Christians. 
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The bishop died in 1626, and his speech against 
Thraske was not published till 1629 ; it was, there- 
fore, as well as the " Pattern of Catechistical Doc- 
trine,'* a posthumous publication. It is probable that 
it was printed from some rough outline of his intended 
speech found among his papers ; for it is one of seve- 
ral tracts attributed to the bishop, and collected in a 
small volume entitled, -" Opuscula quaedam Posthu- 
ma." These the editor of the " Pattern," who must 
have had full access to the bishop's papers, has evi- 
dently acknowledged to be genuine by his insertion of 
a portion of the speech in the " Pattern." There can 
be no reasonable doubt, therefore, of the speech hav- 
ing been printed from a paper in the bishop's hand- 
writing. But although a genuine production from 
the pen of Bishop Andrews, was it in itself a docu- 
ment which had any claim to respect as authority ? 
Far otherwise. It was, indeed, well suited to, and 
all-sufficient for, its immediate object, that of satisfying 
the nice consciences of Star-Chamber judges, that they 
might proceed without scruple to condemn the heresy 
of Thraske ;* but such a hurried, off-hand sketch of an 

* What was Thraske 's fate I have not been able to ascertain, 
probably a mild one, for Bishop Andrews was no bigot. 

The result of another trial in the Star-Chamber some years 
afterwards for the same heresy was singular enodgh. Braboume 
(the accused) had written a clever book in support of his opinion, 
but, nevertheless, being persuaded by the court to submit himself 
to a private conference, he was, somehow or other, convinced of 
his error, and "became (says Bishop White) a convert to the 
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argument the bishop would never have looked upon as 
fit for publication, it being in every respect unworthy 
of him. Its reasoning is as careless as its style : it 
treats two perfectly distinct subjects as though they 
were identical, which they were not, namely, the cus- 
tom of observing the Sunday, and the custom of 
calling it the Lord's day.* It evinces not less care- 
lessness in the statement of matters of fact ; as, for 
instance, the assertion that Dominicum servasti ? was 
ever a usual question put by the heathens when 
examining persons accused of being Christians, an 
assertion which is wholly unfounded. As, however, 
it would not be decorous to say this of any assertion 
made by so learned and respectable a prelate as Bishop 
Andrews without at the same time offering some 
strong proof that he is in error, I shall now state 
such proof on the subject as will, I doubt not, appear 
indisputably conclusive. 

The bishop, as we have seen, refers to the Acts of 
the Martyrs as justifying his assertion respecting the 
question, Dominicum servasti ? but he does not cite a 
single instance from them in which that question was 

orthodoxall doctriue of the Church of England, both concerning 
the Sabbath day, and likewise concerning the Lord's day." Pre- 
face to Bishop White's Treatise on the Sabbath. 

* The bishop refers to Justin Martyr, as one of the fathers 
through whom the appellation of the Lord's day. given to Sunday 
might be deduced. Yet Justin makes no mention of the Lord's 
day. He testifies to the observance of Sunday, but he calls it by 
that name (the day of the sun) and by no other. 
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put. We are left, therefore, to hunt out the instances 
for ourselves, wherever, if anywhere, they are to be 
found. 

The most complete collection of the memoirs and 
legends stUl extant, relative to the Kves and suiffer- 
ings of the Christian martyrs, is that by Ruinart, 
entitled "Acta primorum Martyrum sincera et se- 
lecta."* 

I have carefully consulted that work, and I take 
upon myself to affirm that among the questions there 
stated to have been put to the martyrs in and before 
the time of Pliny, and for nearly two hundred years 
afterwards, the question Dominicum servasti? does 
not once occur ; nor any equivalent question, such, for 
instance, as Dominicum celebrasti ? 

It cannot be expected that I should quote, in proof 
of my assertion, all the questions put to the martyrs 
in all the martjrrdoms (above one hundred in number) 
recorded in Ruinart ; but I will do this, I will state 
all the questions that were put to the martyrs in and 
before Pliny's time. 

The jfirst martyrdom is that of St. James, in a.d. 
62. The only question mentioned to have been asked 
of him is, Quodnam esset ostium Jem ? \ alluding, 

* Mosheim. See note in his " Eccles. History," translated 
by Maclaine, vol. i. p. 63, 2d edition, 1774. The reference there 
is to the Amsterdam edition of Ruinart (1713). That which J 
have had access to is the Paris edition in 1689. 

t This question, founded, as there can be little doubt it is, 
on a passage in a Gospel not written till some years after the 
martyrdom, shows the degree of credit due to the legend. 
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probably, to St. John's Gospel, x. 9, "Ego su^^ 
ostium ; per me, si quis," &c. 

St. Synieon's is the next, in a.d. 104. No que^^' 
tion is recorded. He is said to have suffered becaus-^*^ 
he was a Christian, {eo quod Christianiu esaet). 

The third martyrdom is that of St. Ignatius, whicl 
happened, it is said, in a.d. 107 (the year in whicl 
PUny wrote his epistle to Trajan). If we may credil 
the legend, Trajan himself presided at the trial, an( 
examined the accused.* 

The examination has all the air of a theological^-* 
skirmish between Trajan and Ignatius on the subjectJ^-* 
of daemons. Ignatius having then mentioned the^^^ 
name of Christ, Trajan said, "Are you speaking o9^'^^ 

him who was crucified under Pontius Pilate?" Igna ^-" 

tins making an answer in figurative language whoUy"^^ 
unintelligible to Trajan, the latter taking him to mean-^^ 
literally what he had said, replied, " Then you yoursel 
carry Christ about within you ?" Ignatius said, " Yes ; 
for it is written, ' I will dwell in them and walk in 
them,' '' (2 Cor. vi. 16). Trajan then closed the con- 
troversy by pronouncing this sentence upon his oppo- 
nent : " We command that Ignatius, who says that he 
carries about within him a crucified man, be conducted 
a prisoner, under military guard, to imperial Rome, 
and there devoured by wild beasts as a show to the 



* Trajan was not at Antioch when Ignatius is said to have 
been tried there, nor does Eusebius, or Jerome after him, say 
anything of Ignatius having been condemned by Trajan himself. 
Lardner, vii. 290. 
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people." (" Ignatium praecipimus, in se ipso dicentem 
circumferre crucifixum, cinctum a militibus duci in 
magnam Romam, cibum bestiarum, in spectaculum 
plebi jfuturum. ") 

Pliny died in a.d. 113 ; but I will notice the next 
martyrdom, as it happened so soon afterwards (a.d. 
120). The martyrs were Saint Symphorosa and her 
seven sons. This was in the time of the Emperor 
Hadrian, who, like Trajan, condescended (if we may 
beKeve these legends) to interrogate the accused him- 
self. Not a word, however, does his imperial majesty 
utter respecting the Lord's day. The accused were 
asked some questions about daemons. They were also 
asked if they would sacrifice to idols, and they suffered 
death for replying that they would not. 

This much may suffice to show that Dominicum 
servasti? was no question in Pliny's time, as Mr. 
Gurney intends us to beUeve it was. I have, how- 
ever, still other proof to offer of Mr. Gurney's unfair 
dealing with the subject, but I defer stating it for the 
present, that I may proceed in the inquiry, what may 
have been the authority on which Bishop Andrews 
relied when stating that Dominicum servasti? was 
ever a usual question put by the heathen persecutors. 
I shall with this view pass over the martyrdoms which 
intervened between Pliny's time and the fourth cen- 
tury, as they contain nothing to the purpose,* and 

* There is one of the intervening martyrdoms which, though, 
like all the rest, it is silent on the question of Domiimum ser- 
vasti? has a legend in connexion with the Lords day, which it 
may be proper to notice. It is that of the Agaunensian martyrs, 
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shall come at once to that martyrdom, the narrative ot 
which was, I have no doubt, the source from which 
Bishop Andrews derived his question, Dominicum ser- 
vasti ? " Hold you the Lord's day ?" This martjrrdom 
happened a.d. 304. The sufferers were Satuminus 
and his four sons, and several other persons. They 
were taken to Carthage, and brought before the pro- 
consul, Amulinus. In the account given of their 
examinations by him the phrases, " celebrare Domini- 
cum," and " agere Dominicum," frequently occur, but 
in no instance is the verb servare used in reference to 
Dominicum. I mention this chiefly to show that when 

A.D. 286. They were a legion in the Roman army under Maxi- 
mianus, and had the name of the Thebsean Legion. Being called 
into Gaul (Switzerland) by Maximianus, and ordered to put down 
the Christians there, they refused, and were all of them (6600 in 
number, it is said) slain by command of Maximianus. The 
slaughter took place at Acaunus, or Agaunus, at the foot of 
Mount St. Bernard, where a monasteiy was founded in honour of 
these martyrs, in the time of St. Theodore, Bishop of Octodurus, 
(now Martinach, or Martigni) a town in the neighbourhood of 
Agaunus. Whilst the building of a church for this monastery 
was in progress, there happened the following rather remarkable 
occurrence. One of the workmen, who was a heathen, was one 
Sunday left alone in the yet unfinished building, — the rest, who 
were all Christians, having gone to attend divine service else- 
where. ('* Hie cum Dominico die, quo cseteri ad expectanda diei 
illius festa abscesserant, in fabrica solus substitisset.") Suddenly 
there appeared amidst a blaze of light a great nimiber of the 
6600 martyrs (turha martyrum), when the unlucky operative who 
had remained after the departure of his comrades was seized hold 
of, and after receiving a proper thrashing, was upbraided either 
(says the story) because he alone was absent from public worship 
on the Lord s day, or because he, though a Gentile, had dared to 
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Bishop Andrews, alluding, as no doubt he does, to the 
narrative of this martyrdom, says the question was 
Dominicum qervasti ? it is very clear he had not his 
author at hand, and that, in trusting to his memory, 
he coined a phrase of his own. 

The narrative is very long, and therefore I shall 
select from it only those instances of the occurrence of 
the word Dominicum which are most in point to prove 
that this was the martyrdom which the bishop had in 
his recollection, and the authority on which he relied 
for his statement of the question ever put to the 
Christian martyrs. In translating the passages which 

engage in the holy work of building a church (** verberatus etiam et 
increpatus quod vel die Dominica ecclesiae solus deesset, vel illud 
fabricse opus sanctum suscipere gentilis auderet"). It is almost 
needless to add that the astonished heathen {constematus et ter- 
ritus) was effectually flogged, or frightened, into the belief of the 
true faith, and became a Christian on tbe spot {statimque Christ- 
ianus effectm). 

St. Theodore being one of the bishops who were present at 
the Council of Aquileia, a.d. 381, the miraculous conversion here 
related may be assumed to have taken place about that period. 
It is clear from the narrative, that though the Agaunensian saints 
reproached the workman for not going to church, or for presum- 
ing to assist in building one (the writer is not certain on this 
point), they never thought of censuring him for working on a 
Sunday. Indeed this would be inconsistent with the rest of the 
narrative, which states that the other workmen had left their 
work to go to church. From this legend, therefore, it may fairly 
be presumed that in the time of St. Theodore (the latter end of 
the fourth century), the ecclesiastical authorities in Gaul held it 
not to be a sin to work on a Sunday — at least not in church 
building. 
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I am aboot to quote, I shall assume, as the bishop 
does, that the word Bomimiemm signifies die Lord's 
daT. 

Sataminiis, when examined, says, " DomiMtcim 
ctieirarimM*" (" We have cekbFated the Lord's day.") 
The proconsol asking "' Why V^ he answered, " Qtfia 
nom pfAeit imtermitti DcmimicmmJ* (^'Becaose the Lord's 
day cannot be intermitted.") Li answer to another 
question, Satuminus repeats, '^Imtermitti Dominiam 
nom potest"* 

Emeritus, one of the martyrs accused with Satur- 
ninus, says, *'Im domo w^edepmms Domimicmm" (''In my 
hoose we celebrated the Lord's day/*) The proconsol 
asking, "Why he did not prevent meetings in his 
hoose ?" he repUes, '' Nom poteram^ quomiam ^irne Domi- 
nico non possumus* (" I could not, for we cannot do 
without the Lord's day."} 

The younger Felix, another of these martyrs, after 
declaring, " Spem sahdemque Christianorum Domini- 
cum esse,'' (" that the Lord's day was the hope and sal- 
vation of Christians,") adds, " Ego, devoid mente, cele- 
bravi Dominicum, coUectam cum fratribus feci, quia 
Christianus sum^ "^ (''With a devout mind have I cele- 
brated the Lord's day, and held a meeting with my 
brethren because, I am a Christian.") 

The yoimger Satuminus having also, to a question 
put to him, answered, " Christianus sum,'^ (" I am a 
Christian,") the proconsul said, " Non a te queer o hoc, 

* These phrases will be found to tally exactly with those in 
the remarks by Bishop Andrews, beginning, " A thing so noto- 
rious," (see ante^ p. 256). 
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sedutrum everts Dominicum ?*' ("What I ask you is not 
this, but whether you celebrated the Lord's day ?") 
To which Satuminus answers, " Effi Dominicum, quia 
Salvator est ChristtiSy^ (" I celebrated the Lord's day, 
because Christ is my Saviour.") 

The narrative of the martyrdom of Satuminus and 
his fellow-suJBerers being the only one which has the 
appearance of supporting the assertion of Bishop 
Andrews, that "Hold you the Lord's day?" was a 
usual question to the martyrs, what if I should 
prove that even this narrative affords no support to 
that assertion; yet nothing is more easy than this 
proof; for Bishop Andrews has quite mistaken the 
meaning of the word Dominicum in translating it 
" the Lord's day." It had no such meaning. It was 
a barbarous word in use among some of the eccle- 
siastical writers in, and subsequent to, the fourth 
century, to express sometimes a church, and at other 
times the Lord's supper, but never the Lord's day.* 

My authorities on this point are, — 

1. Ruinart, who, upon the word Dominicum, in the 
narrative of the martyrdom of Satuminus, has a note 
in which he says it is a word signifying the Lord's 
Supper (" Dominicum verb designat sacra mysterid'), 

* Dominicum is not, as may at first be supposed, an adjective 
of which diem is the understood substantive. It is itself a sub- 
stantive neuter, as appears from the passage, " Quia non potest 
intermitti Dominicum " in the narrative respecting Satuminus. 
The Latin adjective Dominicus, when intended to refer to the 
Lord's day, is never, I believe, used without its substantive dies 
being expressed. In all the narratives contained in Ruinart's 
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and he quotes Tertullian and Cyprian in support of 
this interpretation. In another note upon a passage in 
which Dominicum occurs, he says that, instead of this 
word, some manuscripts have in that passage Dominica 
sacramenta. 

2. The editors of the Benedictine edition of St. 
Augustine's works. They state that the word Do- 
minicum has the two meanings of a church and the 
Lord's Supper. For the former they quote among 
other authorities a canon of the councU of Neocaesarea. 
For the latter meaning they quote Cyprian, and refer 
also to St. Augustine's account of his conference with 
the Donatists, in which allusion is made to the nar- 
rative of the martyrdom of Saturninus, (vol. v. pp. 116, 
117, Antwerp ed. 1700.) 

3. Gesner, who, in his Latin " Thesaurus," pub- 
lished in 1749, gives both meanings to the word 
Dominicum, For that of the Lord's Supper he quotes 
Cyprian ; for that of a church he quotes Cyprian and 
also Hilary. 

It is unnecessary to transcribe the several passages 
quoted by these critics, since it seems to be generally 
agreed among the learned, that the word has the two 
meanings here ascribed to it ; for I find by a note in 

*' Acta Martyrum,'' I find but two instances of mention being 
made of the Lord s day, namely, that already noticed relating to 
the Agaunensian Martyrs, and another in a.d. 259, and in both 
these instances the substantive dies is expressed. In the former 
we find, " Hie cum Dominico die — solus substitisset." In the 
latter it is said of the martyr, who is the subject of the narrative, 
''Die dominico comprehensus est." 
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the Oxford edition of Cyprian's works, published in 
1682, that 

4. The editors of that edition (Dr. Fell, bishop of 
Oxford, and Dr. Pearson, bishop of Chester,) also give 
both those meanings to the word Dominicum. 

But I am bound to state that these Enghsh critics 
add another meaning, and that other is " the Lord's 
day !" They, however, offer no satisfactory reasons for 
this additional meaning. Placing it first in rank, they 
notice it thus : — " Observandum venit Dominici voce 
tria significari ad veteres, 1. Diem ipsum: ita ha- 
betur Apoc. i. 10, et Ignat. Epist. apud TraUian." 
(Oxford ed. of Cyprian, 1682, p. 203.) 

Upon this it may be remarked, that as to the text 
in the Revelation, Ruinart, Gesner, and the Benedict- 
ine editors of St. Augustine, were, doubtless, as well 
acquainted with it as our English bishops, yet they 
all refrain from noticing it, and with good reason, 
for to constitute the text an authority in the case, 
there should be found in it the substantive xvgiaxov 
(which would in Greek represent the Latin JDo- 
minicum), but we there find only the adjective xvgtctxri 
(r^ xvgiuxfj ^(jusgcf), and to say that xvgiax^ ^(/^egu is 
synonymous with xvgiuxov is begging the question. 

Then, as to the epistle to the TraUians, there also 
the word xvgtaxov is not to be found — certainly not in 
the genuine epistle ; and if the reference by the Ox- 
ford editors be to the interpolated epistle, even that is 
not in point ; for, instead of the substantive xvgiuxov 
(in any of its cases) we there find only the adjective 
xvgiUKfj with the substantive ^[jbigoc understood; the 
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instances are, irtpaHrxotMnjg xv^mxjjg anffrtj, illuscente Bo- 
mi/iicd die reswrreanf, and jy xvputx^ r^if avcurratrtp, Bo- 
minicus dies (complectitur) resurrectionem. 

In truth, the additional meaning given by the 
Oxford editors to the word Dominicum seems to be 
nothing more than an English crotchet about the 
Lord's day. They do not, and therefore we may pre- 
sume they could not, adduce in justification of their 
additional meaning any one single passage from the 
works of ancient ecclesiastical writers, in which the 
noun substantive Dominicum^ or what would be its 
corresponding Greek substantive, xvgsaxov, occurs ; and 
they do not venture to assert that Dominicum means 
"the Lord's day" in the narrative of the martyrdom 
of Satuminus. They, therefore, leave me in possession 
of my proof, that in that narrative the word Bo- 
Mifiic9/m could mean only a church or the Lord's 
supper. 

It thus appearing that the reference made by 
Bishop Andrews to the "Acts of Martyrs" completely 
fails* to establish his dictum respecting the question 
alleged to have been put to the martyrs, and it also 
appearing that there existed strong and obvious rea- 
sons for not placing implicit reliance upon that dictum, 

* * Completely fails." It cannot be sup}>osed that Bishop 
Andrews had access to any manuscripts which were unknown to 
Kuinart, for the bishop died in 16*26, and Ruinart's work was 
not published till 1689: and it is to be borne in mind, that 
martyrology was probably with Bishop Andrews nothing more 
than a subject of casual reading, whilst with Ruinart it was the 
chief subject of his studies and researches. It is further to 
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what are we to think of Mr. Gurney's regard for 
truth, when we find he does not scruple to tell his 
readers that the stated day mentioned in Pliny's letter, 
as that on which the Christians held their religious 
assembhes, was " clearly the first day of the week, as 
is proved by the very question which it was customary 
for the Roman persecutors to address to the martyrs, 
Dominicum servasti? Hast thou kept the Lord's 
day?" (" Brief Remarks," p. 83.) 

For this unqualified assertion, prefaced as it is by 
the word " clearly," in order to make it the more im- 
pressive, Mr. Gurney is without any excuse ; and this, 
not only for the reasons already assigned, but for 
another, which I am now about to state. Will it be 
believed — yet such is the fact — and it is hard to 
imagine that Mr. Gurney should not know it, that 
Pliny himself, in his letter to the emperor, states 
what was the very question which he addressed to his 
martyrs? And, what is very remarkable, he also 
states that the business of examining persons accused 
of being Christians was wholly new to him, so that it 
was not very probable he should be prepared with 
the question, " Have you kept the Lord's day?" And, 
in fact, he only asked them if they were Christians ? 
I give the extract from his letter in Dr. Lardner's 

be observed, that the narratives of the martyrdoms related in 
Ruinart's "Acts of the Martyrs" are not composed by him, but 
are all of them copies of ancient manuscripts; so that in that 
work we may be quite certain we have before us all the docu- 
ments on the subject which could have been seen by Bishop 
Andrews. 
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translation : — " I have never (says Pliny) been present 
at any trials of Christians, so that I know not well 
what is the subject-matter of punishment or of in- 
quiry In the meantime I have taken this course 

with all who have been brought before me, and have 
been accused as Christians. I have put the question 
to them, whether they were Christians, {Interrogwn 
ip80Sy an essent Christiani.') Upon their confessing to 
me that they were, I repeated the question a second 
and a third time {confitentes iterum ac tertio inter- 
rogavi)y threatening also to punish them with death. 
Those who still persisted I ordered away to he 
punished." 

Such is Pliny's statement. To the reader's judg- 
ment I leave the determination, whether Mr. Gumey 
be an honest guide. A safe one he certainly is not. 

Having, in the outset of these remarks upon 
Pliny's letter, admitted the probability to be, that the 
stated day mentioned in it was the first day of the 
week, I do not retract that admission, although I have 
demonstrated the disingenuousness of Mr. Gurney's 
attempt to make a show of actual proof, that such was 
the fact. Actual proof of it there is none. This, 
however, is a point which, in my estimation, is of so 
little importance in the controversy, that I should have 
abstained from entering into so long a discussion of 
Mr. Gurney's pretence to proof, had it not, as I before 
intimated, been my design to expose to censure one of 
those daring misstatements of fact so frequent in 
theological writings, and which, from the confident 
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tone so generally assumed by the writers on such 
occasions, are usually received without examination, 
and allowed, in consequence, to pass current for truth. 



JUSTIN MARTYR. 



A space of about forty years intervenes between 
the date of Pliny's letter and that of the next historical 
document connected with the question of Sunday ob- 
servance, — the " Apology of Justin Martyr," addressed 
to the Emperor Antoninus Pius, in a.d. 147.* 

This document proves beyond all dispute, that in 
Justin's time the custom of observing the Sunday as a 
day of pubUc prayer and other religious exercises, had 
become generally established among Christians. " On 
the day called Sunday (he says) there is a meeting in 
one place of all the Christians who live either in the 
towns or in the country; and the memoirs of the 
Apostles, or the writings of the prophets, are read' to 
them as long as it is suitable. When the reader stops 
the president pronounces an admonition, and exhorts 
to the imitation of those noble examples : after which 
we all arise and begin to pray." This translation of 
the passage in Justin I take from Mr. Gurney's 
" Brief Remarks." Mr. Gumey adds, that " Justin 
then describes the eucharistical meal, and the collec- 

« 

* The learned are by no means agreed upon this point. The 
range within which they differ is from a.d. 139 to a.d. 150. — 
Labdneb, Yol. ii. 117. 
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tions made for the poor, and concludes by explaining 
why this day of the week was chosen for their public 
worship/'* (p. 83.) 

Thus are we at length relieved from the dissatis- 
faction which always accompanies the investigation of 
facts through the aid of conjectural evidence only ; and 
we arrive at proof — positive unequivocal proof — on 
the subject in discussion. From it we learn the fact, 
that in somewhat more than a century after the death 
of Christ the Sunday had come to be regarded as a 
stated day of pubUc prayer and religious instruction : 
but that it was observed also as a Sabbath, there is 
still no trace to be found. All that Justin states of 
the rehgious rites of the day is not only compatible 
with the behef that it was not Sabbatically observed, 
but authorises, by its silence on that point, a clear infe- 
rence that, except during the time of divine service, 
the Christians of that period lawfully might, and 
actually did, follow their worldly pursuits on the Sun- 
day. This inference appears irresistible when we fur- 
ther consider that Justin, in this part of his Apology, 
is professedly intending to describe the mode in which 
Christians observed the Sunday. He accordingly states 
what it was, which, from a sense of religious duty, they 
did on the Sunday ; but if there were anything which 
from a sense of religious duty they did not do on that 
day, it was equally within his purpose, and equally 

* The reader will probably be somewhat surprised on learn- 
ing one of the reasons why, according to Justin's account, the 
Christians of his time observed the Sunday. This will be duly 
noticed in the next chapter. 
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incumbent upon him, to notice that also ; for it must 
be quite as essential to the proper observance of the 
Sunday to omit doing what is unlawful to be done in 
it, as it is to do that which is required to be done. 
Yet Justin says not a word of the duty and the prac- 
tice of abstaining from labour on the Sunday, a con- 
clusive proof that no such duty was then known to 
Christians, and no such practice in use among them. 
It would be no sufficient answer to this argument to 
reply, that it was not likely Justin should enter into 
such full particulars in a memorial addressed to a 
heathen emperor. Why should he not ? He evi- 
dently intends to give all information requisite to an 
accurate* knowledge of the subject he treats upon. He 
is even so particular as to tell the emperor why the 
Sunday was observed ; and he does, in fact, specify 
every active duty belonging to the day, the Scripture- 
reading, the exhortation, the public prayer, the Sacra- 
ment, and the almsgiving ; why then should he not 
also inform the emperor of the one inactive duty of the 
day, the duty of abstaining from doing in it any 
manner of work ? The emperor well knew that such 
abstinence was the custom of all his Jewish subjects 
on the Saturday {die Saturni), and could readily have 
understood it to be the custom of his Christian sub- 
jects on the Sunday (^die Soils, as Justin calls it in his 
Apology). And, therefore, if such was the custom of 
Christians in Justin's time, his description of their 
Sunday duties was essentially defective. It is not, 
however, at all probable he would intend to omit 
noticing so important a characteristic of the day as the 
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Sabbatical observance of it, if it was in fact Sabbatic- 
ally observed. But even were it probable he should 
intend to omit all mention of it in his Apology to the 
emperor, it would be impossible to imagine any suffi- 
cient cause for his remaining silent on the subject in 
his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew, and this, whether 
the Dialogue was real or imaginary, for if the latter, 
Justin would still, as Dr. Lardner has observed, 
"choose to write in character." 

Now, in that Dialogue the Sabbath is made a pro- 
minent topic, and the way in which Justin speaks of 
it precludes all belief, on any rational grounds, that 
the Christians then observed any Sabbath whatever. 
He remarks to Trypho, that the elements are never 
idle, and keep no Sabbaths, and asserts, that as the 
Sabbath originated with Moses, so it ceased with 
Christ.* How could he reason thus in disputing 
with a Jew, if it was in the power of the Jew to 
reply, " Why, then, do you make a Sabbath of your 
Sunday?" 

The testimony of Justin, therefore, proves most 
clearly two facts of great importance in the Sabbath 

* " Videtis elementa, et primordia rerum non cessare, neque 
Sabbata agere. Manete sicut generati estis. Si namque .... 
non fuit usus .... ante Mosen celebrationis Sabbati et feria- 
rum et oblationum, neque nunc quidem post Filium Dei Jesum 
Christum . . . . eis est opus." — Tiiirlby's Ed. of Justin, 1722. 
(" You see the elements and first principles of all things are never 

idle, and observe no Sabbaths Remain as you were created. 

For if . . . there was no custom before Moses to celebrate a Sab- 
bath, and festivals and oblations, neither now likewise after Christ 
the Son of God ... is there any need of them.") 
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controversy : the one, that the Christians in his time 
observed the Sunday as a prayer day : the other, that 
they did not observe it as a Sabbath day. 

Further, we need not carry our inquiry into non- 
Scriptural evidence : for as regards the observance of 
Sunday as a prayer day, no one doubts but that it has 
been uniformly so observed by the Christian Church 
from the time of Justin to our own times; and as 
regards its observance as a Sabbath, it matters not 
when it came to be so observed, if, as is manifest, it 
was not so observed in the time of Justin. I may 
remark, however, that in point of fact no historical 
evidence exists of the Sabbatical observance of Sun- 
day, which is of a date prior to the beginning of the 
fourth century (a.d. 321), when, as is well known, it 
pleased the Emperor Constantine, of his own imperial 
authority, to command thenceforth the observance of 
a Sunday Sabbath. 

The non-Scriptural documents which have just 
been examined are, if I may judge from Mr. Gur- 
ney*s statement, all which Sabbatarians are accus- 
tomed to appeal to, with the exception of a few, 
which being of a later date than Justin's Apology, it 
is for that reason unnecessary to discuss. The men- 
tion they make of Sunday observance adds nothing 
material to the information given respecting it by 
Justin : and some of them, so far from proving that 
the Sunday was Sabbatically observed, plainly inti- 
mate that in their time no Sabbath was observed by 
the Christian Church. 
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What, then, can be the object of Sabbatanans in 
bringing forwards non-Scriptural evidence ? It would 
seem as if it is intended thereby to prove what Scrip- 
ture evidence does not prove — that Sunday was ob- 
served in the time of the Apostles ; or, that it is in- 
tended thereby to strengthen the Scripture proof of 
that fact, if Scripture evidence does prove it. Should 
the former be the object of the Sabbatarians, my reply 
would be, that the only one of the non-Scriptural 
documents adduced by them, which is at all in point 
in such case, is the epistle ascribed to Barnabas, for it 
is the only one which by possibiUty can have been 
written in, or shortly after, the time of the Apostles 
Peter and Paul ; and even supposing it was written 
during that period, surely the Sabbatarians could not 
fail to perceive the ridicule which must attach to the 
proposition that Sunday observance is proved, not out 
of Scripture, but by a document of an uncertain date, 
the work of a writer also uncertain, and whose whole 
testimony to Sunday observance consists of these 
words : — " We observe the eighth day vnth gladness." 

It may, indeed, be said, that he also states why 
the eighth day was observed. He does so ; and it 
has already been seen {ante, p. 227) what a non- 
sensical reason he assigns for it. 

The Sabbatarians, however, cannot really mean to 
make any use of non-Scriptural evidence, which should 
be grounded on an admission that they find no proof 
in Scripture. They must, therefore, be supposed to 
use it for the purpose of adding strength to their 
Scripture proof. But if there be full proof in Scrip- 
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ture, any other proof is superfluous ; and if Scripture 
proof is not complete, if it be so defective as to re- 
quire external aid, still would it receive none from the 
non-Scriptural documents adduced, since all of them 
(unless the epistle ascribed to Barnabas be an excep- 
tion) must have been written long subsequent to the 
deaths of Peter and Paul, and therefore can be no 
evidence, within the knowledge of the writers, of the 
practice of Sunday observance in the times of the 
Apostles. 

Nevertheless, we find Mr. Gumey making a great 
parade of his non-Scriptural evidence, and concluding 
by giving such an imposing summary of it, as cannot 
but impress the generahty of his readers with a feeling 
that he has thereby presented to them, in conjunction 
with his previous proof, an overwhelming mass of 
evidence that the religious observance of the Sunday 
is obligatory on Christians as a duty enjoined (im- 
pliedly at least) by Divine command. 

"The witnesses (he says) whose testimony we 
have now adduced were scattered over various coun- 
tries : Barnabas, Justin, and Origen, lived in Pales- 
tine ; Clement of Alexandria, in Egypt ; Pliny (diu:ing 
his proconsulship), in Bithynia ; Ignatius, in Syria ; 
Dionysius, in Greece ; the persons to whom he wrote, 
in Italy; Irenseus, in Gaul; Tertullian and Cyprian, 
in Lybia. We may conclude, therefore, that the 
practice of devoting the first day of the week to reli- 
gious purposes became, during the first three centuries 
after (of?) the Christian era, universal in the Church 
of Christ," (p. 86.) 
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sequent passage, Mr. Gurney appears to place the 
obligation to observe the Sunday on the basis of the 
fourth Commandment, and a sort of voluntaiy adap- 
tation of its principle by the early Christians to the 
purpose of estabUshing a Sabbatical institution, which 
should be distinct from that of the Jews and peculiar 
to themselves. This is what Mr. Gurney says (after 
stating, as above-mentioned, that Sunday observance 
became universal in the Church of Christ) : "So 
remarkable and extensive an uniformity could not 
have arisen from accident. It must surely have been 
founded on some common principle generally under- 
stood. Now, I conceive that the principle in ques- 
tion could have been no other than the unalterable 
obligation of the fourth Commandment, connected 
with an understanding (derived from the Apostles 
themselves) that Christians were to keep that day of 
the week as their Sabbath on which Jesus had risen 
from the dead." 

If, then, what I have last above suggested be 
Mr. Gurney's meaning — if, in fact, he intends to 
place the duty of Sunday observance, not upon any 
impUed precept from Christ or from his Apostles, 
but upon the eternal obligation of the fourth Com- 
mandment, I shall show hereafter the fallacy of such 
a proposition. I defer the discussion of it only be- 
cause it involves a question which it is not within the 
scope of the present work to take into consideration. 
But I shall not fail to notice it in another work now 
in progress, which will be devoted to the discussion of 
the alleged present obUgation of the Sabbaths of the 
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Old Testament. I shall there prove that tbe oUi- 
gation ci the fourth Commandment not onty began, 
bat ended with the Mosaic Dispensation. 

I now proceed, as I proposed, to place Mr. Gnr- 
ney*s summary ci non-Scriptural evidence in colnmii, 
with a statement ci some dates and fiicts connected 
with it in another column by its side. 



Bahnabas. 



Justin* 



OntasN. 



Ci.KMK.NT (of Alexandria). 

Pl.INY. 
lONATirs. 



DlONYSlUS. 
iRKNiSUS. 



Tertullian. 
Cyprian. 



Datm and Fmdi. 

Not known that Bainabaa wrote 
the epistle aacribed to him ; imoer- 
tain, therefore, whether it was wnt* 
ten in the first oentozy. 

At the earliest his '* Apology" 
may have been written ad. 189. 
Mr.6anie7*sdatei8AJ>.147. Soma 
critios date it in a.d. 150. 

Mr. Gumej*s date for the time 
of Origen is a.d. 230. 

Mr. Gumej's date of the time of 
Clement is a.d. 192. 

A.D. 107. 

His time, a.d. 107, but he proves 
nothing wliatever respecting Sun- 
day observance. He makes no 
mention of it, nor any allusion to 
it. 

Mr. Gumey's date is a.d. 170. 

Mr. Gumey's date, a.d. 167. 
The passage respecting Sunday ob- 
ser\'ance, quoted by Mr. Gumey as 
from the works of Irensdus, is no- 
where to be found in them. 

Mr. Gumey 8 date is a.d. 193. 

Mr. Gumey's date, a.d. 260. 
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Sueh is Mr. Gumey's list of his non-Scriptural 
witnesses, from which, and from his elaborate speci- 
fication of their respective abodes, he draws the 
conclusion above quoted. But the reader will have 
seen, from the dates stated in the opposite column, 
and from the facts there noticed (which had all been 
here previously proved), that the hst is exposed to the 
following remarks upon it. 

In the first place, three of the witnesses must be 
at once struck ofi* from the list ; Barnabas, because he 
is not known to be the author of the epistle ascribed to 
him, and Ignatius and Irenseus, because they give no 
testimony upon the matter in dispute. In the next 
place, although the epistle ascribed to Barnabas must 
be admitted as containing the testimony of some 
ancient, but unknown writer, still, by reason of the 
uncertainty of the authorship, and consequently of its 
date, it cannot with any propriety be placed in the 
first century, and must, therefore, be classed with the 
writings of the rest of the witnesses, all of which are, 
undoubtedly, productions of the second or third cen- 
tury. With respect to the witnesses last referred to, 
the only one amongst them whose testimony borders 
on the first century is Pliny. But though that testi- 
mony is of so early a date as a.d. 107, this, it will be 
borne in mind, is seventy-four years after the death of 
Christ, and at the least forty years after the deaths 
of the Apostles Peter and Paul. The testimony of 
Justin Martyr is, as before remarked, valuable on 
account of its being the first decisive and indisputable 
proof we have of Sunday observance, as an established 
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in the first century of the Christian era, — evidence 
which strongly, I might ahnost say indisputably, tes- 
tifies to the fact, that in his time the observance of 
Sunday as a stated period for the performance of re- 
ligious rites, was unknown in the Christian Church.* 

The learned are completely at fault, and at va- 
riance with each other, as to the date of this epistle. 
Archbishop Wake and others contending that it was 
written as early as in some year between 64 and 70 ; 
others, amongst whom is Lardner, contending that it 
was not written till many years after ; Lardner thinks 
not till 96. It is a singular circumstance that there 
are passages in the epistle which so strongly favour 
both sides of the question in this controversy as to 
render it quite impossible to come to any certain con- 
clusion upon it ; and I notice this because the passage 
I am about to quote from it is one which the advo- 
cates for an early date appeal to in support of their 
opinion. It speaks of the Jewish rites and sacrifices 
as though they were still observed at the time when 
the epistle was written, which they could not have 
been if the temple, where alone they could be per- 
formed, had been then destroyed, and that event (the 
destruction of the temple) did not occur till the year 
70. Dr. Lardner's arguments in favour of a later 
date have much force, but he has to combat the pow- 
erful argument which his opponents deduce from the 
passage above alluded to, wherein (as Dr. Lardner 
admits) Clement " speaks in the present tense con- 

* This epistle has been noticed before, at p. 123. 
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ceming the sacrifices of the Mosaic law." In reply 
to which, Dr. Lardner expresses himself thus: — "I 
am surprised so many learned men should have in- 
sisted on this argument. Josephus, in his 'An- 
tiquities/ not finished before the year 93, continually 
speaks in the present tense when he gives an account 
of the several kinds of sacrifices appointed by the 
law," (Vol. ii. 24). This surprise of the worthy doctor 
at the argimient of those who in this instance rely on 
the rigid construction of the present tense, comes 
rather amusingly from him, when (as may be recol- 
lected, see p. 222) he himself, in his preceding chap- 
ter, relating to the epistle of Barnabas, had based his 
main argument, as to the date of that epistle, upon 
the strict construction of the tense in which the 
verb " forsake " is there used, the present tense 
{derelinquit). 

Tiiis uncertainty as to the date of Clement's 
epistle, although proper to be noticed, does not, I 
apprehend, affect in any way the use I intend to 
make of the passage I quote from it, which is as 
follows : — 

" Seeing then those things are manifest unto us, it 
will behove us to take care that looking into the 
depths of the divine knowledge, we do all things in 
order whatsoever our Lord has commanded us to do, 
and particularly that we perform our offerings and 
service to God at their appointed seasons, for those 
he has commanded to be done not rashly and dis- 
orderly, but at certain determinate times and hours: 
and therefore he has ordained by his supreme will 
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and authority, both where and by what persons they 
are to be performed ; that so all things being piously 
done unto all well pleasing, they may be acceptable 
unto him. They, therefore, who make their offerings 
at the appointed seasons are happy and accepted: 
because that, obeying the commandments of the Lord, 
they are free from sin. And the same care must be 
had of the persons that minister unto him. For the 
chief priest has his proper services, and to the priests 
their proper place is appointed, and to the Levites 
appertain their proper ministries, and the layman is 
confined within the bounds of what is conunanded to 
laymen. Let every one of you, therefore, brethren, 
bless God in his proper station with a good conscience 
and with all gravity, not exceeding the rule of his 
service that is appointed to him. The daily sacrifices 
are not offered everywhere, nor the peace-offerings, 
nor the sacrifices appointed for sins and transgres- 
sions, but only at Jerusalem, nor in any place there, 
but only at the altar before the temple," (ch. xl. 
and xli. Archbishop Wake's Translation.) 

Now, whether or not Clement is here speaking of 
observing and performing the rites and sacrifices ap- 
pointed by the Mosaic law, as being a practice still in 
use in his time, I think it must be undeniable that on 
this occasion he would, as he proceeded in his exhorta- 
tions to the Christians of Corinth, have impressed upon 
them the indispensable obligation they were under to 
observe the new Christian rite of Sunday worship, had 
this rite then existed. Yet he has done no such thing. 
" It will (he says) behove us to take care that we do 
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n ardor vhatsoerer cmr Lord has com- 
as to do, utd paiticakrl; "- — -what in par- 
liariv? — to offer iqi [Hsjer and thanksgiving to 
God «■ eveiy rccmTcaoe of that day of the week on 
vlitfc Qnat rose from the dead ? By no means : 
ks aHlBn BO memtioii wbaterer of that sacred day, 
iMt inendi to speak, (and in language applicable 
Oify to tte ocremoiues of the Mosaic law,) of per- 
fioHg "oArings and Gcrvice to God at thdr »[>• 

Agn, " IV dafljr aacfifices (he says) are not 
ofcrad w et y w liuu . bnt (mly at Jerusalem/' It ex- 
ceeds an probahility that he should not have embraced 
this opportunity of adverting to the weekly sacrifice of 
pnyer and thanksgiving which it was obligatory upon 
Cbtiatians to perform somewhere, and lawful to thon- 
to perform anywhere upon the Lord's day, had that 
sacrifice been commanded. It would be useless to 
reply, that when he speaks of ofierings and sen-ice to 
God at their appoioted seasons, and commanded to be 
done at certain determinate times and hours, he ouglit 
to be imdeistood to allude to the religious observance 
of the Sunday. So obscure an nllusiou to the new 
Christian rite is to the last degree improbable, when 
he had every conceivable inducement to speak of it 
openly and clearly, if it had ever been " commanded' 
to be done," It seems, indeed, not a little absurd t» 
imagine he could mean to allude to Sunday observ- 
ance when speaking of services commanded to be done 
"at certain determined times and hours;" for no 011& 
pretends to say that our Lord appointed not only the 
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day, but the hour, when Christians should hold their 
weekly meetings for public worship and religious 
instruction. 

There is, in fact, not a single word in the whole 
passage which is here quoted, nor in any other part of 
the epistle, which can be rationally construed into a 
recognition of the so-called Christian Sabbath. 

From the testimony of this pre-eminently respect- 
able non- Scriptural witness,* therefore, we derive 
strong negative proof that the practice of Sunday 
observance had not come into use at the time when 
the epistle was wx[tten ; that is to say, proof that the 
practice of Sunday observance, as a rite of the Christ- 
ian Church, was unknown in the period immediately 
succeeding the deaths of Peter and Paul, if Arch- 
bishop Wake, and those who think with him, are 
right in their conjecture as to the date of the epistle : 
and that the practice remained unknown at nearly the 

* The epistle of Clement is characterised throughout by the 
purest spirit of Christian benevolence. It instructs by its moral 
precepts, and it charms by its frequent and felicitous adaptation of 
beautiful passages from the Jewish Scriptures to the various topics 
of advice and exhortation contained in it ; and, although very long, 
it is entirely free from any blemish, such as those which disgrace 
the epistle ascribed to Barnabas. There is but one weak point in 
it. Clement, it appears, was a firm believer in the existence of 
the bird of Arabian fable, the phoenix. He gives an account sin- 
gularly curious of its supposed natural history, and, never doubting 
^- of its truth, he falls into the gross error of affirming that the 
t'i resuscitation of the phoenix is a type of the Christian doctrine of 
t the resurrection from the dead. He calls it "that wonderful 
' type of the resurrection." 

u 
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end of the first century, if on the question upon the 
date of the epistle Dr. Lardner and his coadjutors in 
the controversy are right in their conjecture. 

Such, and so fatal to the Sabbatarian tenet, is the 
result of inquiry into the purport and real value of 
non-ScriptunJ evidence. 
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CHAPTER VIIL 

On the Origin of Sunday Observance as a Sabbath day^ 
and as a stated day of Public Worship, though not 
as a Sabbath. 

I.— AS A SABBATH DAY. 

Centuries of the Christian era passed away before 
the Sunday was observed by the Christian Church as 
a Sabbath. History does not furnish us with a single 
proof or indication that it was at any time so observed 
previous to the Sabbatical edict of Constantine in 
A.D. 321.* On the other hand, there is inferential 
proof of the most satisfactory character to be collected 
from Scripture and from non-Scriptural writings, that 

* In a subsequent work I propose to take some notice of the 
histoiy of the Christian Sabbath from the time of Constantine, 
and shall there offer some observations upon his edict, and shall 
only remark upon it at present, that the emperor makes no appeal 
therein to Apostolical or Scriptural authority for its justification. 
It is, in fiEU^, a Sabbath of his own invention, its chief feature 
being completely anti-Scriptural : for it commands a Sabbath to 
be observed in towns, but exempts the country, in order, says the 
edict, that the bounty of Providence (intended for the sustenance 
of man) might not perish. Yet we read in Exodus, xxxiv. 21, 
that the Sabbath day was to be kept even '' in earing time and 



292 THE SABBATH. 

from the time of the first promulgation of Christianity 
to the middle of the second century the Christian 
Church observed no Sabbath. And whether it did, 
or did not, observe a Sabbath in the interval between 
that period and the time of Constantine, can be of no 
importance whatever in the Sabbath controversy, 
though it may be safely assumed as a fact that it 
did not. 

As to the evidence on the subject to the middle 
of the second century, I shall not here recapitulate the 
Scripture proof, but shall content myself with noticing, 
once more, two very remarkable instances of that proof: 
the one is (see antey p. 179) the use of the definite 
article in the book of the Acts whenever a Sabbath 
is referred to, thereby plainly showing that there could 
not then be two Sabbaths. This is a proof which 
j)artakes of the nature and possesses all the force of 
mathematical demonstration. The other instance 1 
take from St. Paul's Epistle to the Colossians (ii. 
IG) : "Let no man therefore judge you in meat, 
or in diink, or in respect of an holy day, or of 
the new moon, or of the Sabbath days." It is for 

harvest," (or, as Dr. Geddes translates the original, "in seed-time 
and in harvest "). The following is a copy of Constantine's edict : — 

*' Imp. Constant. A. Elpidio. 
" Omnes judices urbanseque plebes et cunctarum artium offi- 
cia venerabili die Solis quiescant. Ruri tamen positi agromm 
cultura3 libere liceuterque iuserviant, quoniam frequenter evenit, 
ut non aptius alio die frumenta sulcis aut vineae scrobibus man- 
dentur, ne occasione momenti pereat commoditas coelesti provi- 
sione concessa. Dat. Nonis Martis Crispo II. et Constantino II. 
Conss." — Corp. Jur. Civ. Codicis, lib. iii. tit. 12. 
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various reasons already stated (see ante, p. 199) 
utterly inconsistent with this injunction of the Apostle; 
and, I may here add, it is impossible, on any rational 
construction of it, to believe that Sunday was at the 
time when this epistle was written regarded as a 
Sabbath day by the Christian Church. 

With respect to non-Scriptural documents, it will 
be recollected that those which have been already 
noticed are as follows : — 

1. The epistle of Clement, bishop of Rome in 
the first century, which strongly negatives the Sab- 
batarian opinion (see ante, p. 284). 

2. The epistle ascribed to Barnabas, the writer of 
which says (and he probably says only what was be- 
lieved by all Christian churches in his day, whenever 
that might be), "These things therefore'' (Sabbaths, 
new moons, &c.) " hath God abolished, that the new 
law of our Lord Jesus Christ, which is without the 
yoke of any such necessity, might have the spiritual 
offering of men themselves" (see ante, p. 236). 

3. Ignatius. I mention him because his epistle 
to the Magnesians has been much discussed in a 
preceding chapter (see ante, p. 237) ; but it gives, in 
fact, no actual information upon the present subject. 
If, however, any inference is to be drawn from the 
silence of Ignatius respecting it in this and in all his 
other genuine epistles, it can only be that he knew of 
no observance of a Sabbath by the Christian Church 
in his time. 

4. Pliny. We have in his epistle strong grounds 
for assuming that the Christians in general, or at least 
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that one community of them, in the beginning of the 
second century observed the Sunday as a stated day 
for performing reUgious rites ; yet, not as a Sabbath, 
for the inference, if any, to be drawn from the facts 
which Pliny relates is exactly the reverse. ''They 
were wont,*' says Pliny, " to meet together on a stated 
day before it was light ;'' and the religious rites which 
he describes as performed by them when they met 
are clearly such as might be concluded before the 
working hours of the day began {antey p. 252). They 
thus left themselves free to follow during the day 
their usual worldly occupations ; and in the absence 
of all testimony to the contrary, it is reasonable, if 
not imperative upon us, to conclude that they did so, 
and consequently that to them the Sunday was no 
Sabbath. 

5. Justin Martyr. That in his Apology addressed 
to the Roman emperor he should, in describing the 
religious duties of the Sunday, say nothing of abs- 
tinence from labour, is, as already remarked (p. 274), 
exceedingly strong negative evidence of the fact that 
such abstinence formed no part of the religious duties 
of the day. But in his Dialogue with Trypho the 
Jew his language is so emphatic against the observance 
of any Sabbath whatever that it would be nothing less 
than sheer folly to imagine that the Christians then 
made a Sabbath of the Sunday. I shall not repeat 
here the passage already quoted from this Dialogue 
in p. 276, but I will quote another, which is of an 
equally anti-Sabbatical character : " This new law 
(says Justin to Trypho, and meaning thereby the law 
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of Christ as opposed to the Mosaic law) teaches you 
to observe a perpetual Sabbath,* and you, when you 
have spent one day in idleness, think you have dis- 
charged the duties of religion, not well considering to 
what end this command was given you ; and if you 
have eaten unleavened bread you say you have fulfilled 
the will of God; but with such things as those the 
Lord our God is not well pleased. If any one amongst 
you is guilty of perjury or theft, let him forbear to 
commit such sins; if any one is guilty of adultery, 
let him repent, and then he hath kept the true and 
delightful Sabbath unto God," (sect. 12, Brown's 
Translation, p. 43).t 

This, be it remarked (as was also the passage 
before quoted in page 276), is said in reply to Trypho 
on his accusing Justin and his fellow -Christians of 

* From the rest of the passage it is clear that by a perpetual 
Sabbath is meant a whole life spent in righteousness and piety. 
Man having been doomed to earn his livelihood by the sweat of 
his brow (Genesis, iii. 19) could not keep a perpetual Sabbath in 
the strict sense of the words. 

t Brown's translation of " Justin Martyr's Dialogue with 
Trypho the Jew," (a reprint at Cambridge in 1846). 

The original of the above passage in the Latin version of 
Thirlby's edition of Justin is as follows : — " Perpetuum vos 
servare Sabbatum vult lex nova; et cum in otio transegeretis 
diem, religione vos defunctos arbitramini, non intelligentes 
quamobrem id vobis sit imperatum. At si panem non fermen- 
tatum ederis, implevisse vos voluntatem Dei dicitis. Non in 
hisce beneplacitum consistit Dei nostri. Si quis in vobis est 
peijurus, aut fraudator, peccare desinat; si quis moechus peni- 
tentiam agat, et vera Isetaque Dei Sabbata peregerit." (Thirlby's 
Edition, p. 160.; 
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not observing Sabbaths.* Instead of denvino: the 
truth of this aceusation, Justin, we see, retorts by 
reproaching Trypho Anth continuing to obsen-e them, 
notwithstanding the command for such observance 
had been superseded ; and this reproach is accom- 
panied by a sneer at Trypho for passing a day in 
idkniess and caUing it rehgion. How absurd the 
sneer if Cliristians did the same ! Should it be said 
that Christians on their supposed day of idleness went 
to church to perform their public devotions, the 
answer is, so did the Jews to their synagogue, and 
for the same purpose, on their idle day. That man 
must be bereft of his reasoning faculties who, in the 
face of such testimony as Justin's to the contrary, 
shoidd believe that the Christians in Justin's time 
observed a Sunday Sabbath, or any Sabbath what- 
evc*r, but the spiritual or perpetual Sabbath which 
'Mlui now law" prescribed. The fact that they did 
not is indisputable. 

TluTo are, as I have before noticed, other non- 
Scriptural writers referred to by Mr. Giuiiey, but 

* " l^iit that \vliioli w'Q most of all wonder at (says Trypho), 
is that you who protend to he very religious, and think your- 
Helv(»s hi'tt(M' tlian other men, do not excel them in anything, and 
tliat you do not in your lives and conversations differ in anything 
at all from the Gentiles, as ye neither observe the Feasts nor 
the Suhhaths," (sect. 10, Browns Translation, p. 39.) The ori- 
ginal in the Latin version is: — *' Illud autem maxime miramur 
vos qui veram jactatis religionem, et aliis hominihus praestare, 
vultis nihil ah eis variare, et vita degenda nihil a gentibus 
ditferre ; utpote qui neque festos dies, neque Sahhata sei'vetis, 
neque circumcisionem habeatis." (Thirlhy's *' Justin," p. 156.) 
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whose testimony being of a date subsequent to that 
of Justin, I have hitherto considered it useless to 
comment upon. Having, however, said (p. 277) that 
some of them plainly intimated that in then* time no 
Sabbath was observed by the Christian Church, I now 
proceed to make good that assertion. 

Irenseus (a.d. 167) is, we may recollect, one of 
the writers referred to by Mr. Gurney ; and, although 
I have shown that the quotation he makes as from the 
works of Irenseus, is not to be found in them, but is 
collected from one of the spurious passages in an in- 
terpolated epistle of Ignatius, I consider that the 
interpolator, whoever he might be, and whenever it 
was that he took upon himself the task of improving 
the genuine epistles of Ignatius, gives testimony to 
the fact that the observance of a Sabbath, in the pro- 
per sense of the word, was in his time unknown to 
Christians. The passage, as quoted by Mr. Gurney, 
runs thus: "On the Lord's day every one of us 
Christians keeps the Sabbath, meditating on the law," 
&c. But we are to remember that the very signifi- 
cant word, " spiritually," is omitted in Mr. Gmney's 
quotation ; and that in the original it is, " Keeps the 
Sabbath spiritually, meditating on the law," &c., 
which is clear proof that it was not kept by a reli- 
gious abstinence from work, proof made still more 
clear by words that follow, the whole of this part of 
the sentence in question being: "Unusquisque ves- 
trom sabbatizet spiritualiter, meditatione legis gau- 
dens, non corporis remissione;" "Let every one of 
you sabbatize spiritually, rejoicing in the medita- 
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tion of the law, not in bodily rest." See ante, p. 
131. 

To avoid too great prolixity on a point so clear, I 
select but one more from Mr. Gomey's list of non- 
Scriptural witnesses. It is Tertullian (a.d. 192) who 
says : " Sequitur itaque, ut quatenus circumcisionis 
camalis et legis veteris abolitio expuncta suis tempori- 
bus demonstratur ; ita sabbati quoque observatio 
temporaria fuisse demonstratur/' (Rigault's edition, 
Paris, 1675, p. 185). "It follows, therefore (says 
Tertullian), that as the abolition of circumcision and 
o( the old law is shown to have been completed in 
their appointed periods, so the observance of the Sab- 
bath also is shown to have been temporary.'' Ter- 
tullian, in thus noticing the two Jewish rites, circum- 
cision and the Sabbath, speaks of them both as having 
finished their destined course. Of the latter he says 
expressly that he had proved the observance of it to 
have been temporary. How could he say this of the 
rite of the Sabbath, if it continued to be observed 
imder the new law, though on a different day from 
that enjoined for its observance by the old law ? 

So conclusive, indeed, is the testimony borne by 
the writings of Justin and Tertullian to the fact that 
the Sunday was not sabbatically observed in the mid- 
dle of the second century, that even if there had been 
no evidence existing (of which, however, there is 
abundance) that the Apostles and first converts to 
Christianity did not observe the Sunday as a Sabbath, 
it would be imperative upon us to beUeve that they 
did not ; for if they did, and, especially, if in so doing. 



ORIGIN OF SUNDAY OBSERVANCE. 299 

they obeyed a divine precept, it is inconceivable that 
the practice of such observance would have been dis- 
continued and have become obsolete in the time of 
Justin and Tertullian, with not even a tradition then 
afloat, which has reached our time, that a Simday 
Sabbath had once been observed. 

It would be useless to carry on the negative evi- 
dence through the interval between the middle of the 
second century and the edict of Constantine. It suf- 
fices to remark, that there is no trace of the observ- 
ance of a Sunday Sabbath at any time during that 
interval to be found in historical or any other writings 
relating to that period. We may, therefore, safely fix 
upon the date of the edict (a.d. 321), as beyond all 
doubt the precise time when the Christian Church 
first made a Sabbath of their Sunday. 



II. SUNDAY OBSERVANCE AS A PKAYER DAY. 

It ipemains for consideration what may be the pro- 
bable date of the origin of Simday observance as a 
stated day of pubhc prayer and religious instruction. 

Let me then suppose the case of an inteUigent 
Hindoo converted to Christianity by some foreign 
noissionary, but as yet unacquainted with the Christ- 
ian Scriptures, excepting such passages in them as 
may have been quoted to him in confirmation of the 
truths which he had been taught. He finds it to be 
the custom of his teacher to call aU his converts toge- 
ther on the first day of the week for the purpose 
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of devotion and instmction. He is told that the 
Gostom of thus statedly assembling on that day, and 
for that purpose, is nniversal among Christians, and 
that it is a rite pecnliar to their religion, and as an- 
cient as the religion itself. Let me further suppose 
him to be curious respecting the origin c^ this rite, 
and desirous of ascertaining whether it were one of 
divine appointment or the invention of human wis- 
dom, he is referred for such information to the ChiisU 
ian Scriptures, and also to sundry ancient, yet not 
Scriptural, documents, which have relation to the eaify 
history of CShristianity. 

Before he enters upon his investigation, he may be 
expected to reason thus with himself. If the rite onr 
ginated in a divine command, I shall assuredly find 
that command registered in the sacred records of my 
new religion. He finds it not. He resumes his 
musing on the subject, and comes to the conclusion, 
that although the command be not now extant, yet, if 
ever it existed, he shall fmd, in the Christian Scrip- 
tures and the other documents to which he has been 
referred, satisfactory evidence that the rite enjoined 
by it was observed from the very first promulgation 
of Christianity, and was adopted in every Christian 
Church as soon as it was planted. If such was not 
the fact, he will feel convinced that the observance of 
the rite could not have originated in a divine com- 
mand, which, he will say, must, if ever given, haw 
been at once, and universally, obeyed. Now, I ask, is 
there in the Christian Scriptures, or elsewhere, anj 
such evidence of instant and universal obedience to 
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the alleged command as would be likely to satisfy the 
unprejudiced Hindoo ? Most assuredly there is not. 

Wherever he might reasonably expect to find such 
evidence he would encounter disappointment. He 
would seek for it in the history of the first converts to 
Christianity, which is given in the Book of the Acts of 
the Apostles : it is not there. He would next turn to 
the writings of the Apostles themselves — their epistles 
to the Churches which they had founded : neither is it 
there. He would then glance at the evidence ten- 
dered to him out of non-Scriptural writings, and 
would at once perceive it to be too vague in its cha- 
racter and too remote in its date to be worthy of the 
slightest consideration. 

On the other hand, upon the question if the rite 
were of human invention, the Hindoo might be ex- 
pected to reason thus. If it was of human invention, 
he would say, it must have originated with some indi- 
vidual who, with a few associates, piously disposed like 
himself, practised the observance of it, at first, per- 
haps, scarcely attracting the notice of their fellow- 
Christians, but its probable tendency, under due regu- 
lation, being to promote religion and good morals, it 
would gradually, though slowly, make its way, till in 
the course of time, but not till long after its first ori- 
gin, it would become established as a recognised rite 
throughout the Christian world. If such was its ori- 
gin, would the Hindoo say, I should expect to find its 
precise date unknown, its probable date extremely 
uncertain, and the first notices of its observance slight 
and obscure. Here I ask, whether in efiect this be 



not the traediancterof theendoomi^^ 
SabbatarianB iMpectiiig the rise and ptogms of Sia- 
day obeervanoe aa a pmyer dsf P I tiaidt I iisve 
aheady ahown it to be ao; for I havedioim that that 
evidence pieaenta to na nothing from Scriptme^^ and 
nothing from any other aomoe except the mmtkn 
which ia made l^ aome unknown writer (tihe mtkK 
of the epiatle aacifted to Bamriiaa), that he and otfaof 
CSuistiana of aome unknown comnwinily, ''obaanml 
the eighth day with gladneaa." It WMdd be diffiedk 
to imagine airir deaor^ptkm of Sunday obaervanee watt 
vagoe than tibia, or more oomdatent with the Iwlnf 
that ita origin mnat have been Tohmtary, and not'of 
divine appointment. 

There are alao aome ftcta in pdnt wfaioli 1 have 
not yet, or only slightly, adverted to, but which, with 
the legitimate conclusions to be drawn from them, 
will, I trust, make it perfectly clear to impartial in- 
quirers, that the observance of Sunday, as a stated 
day of assembling for public prayer and religious in- 
struction, is of no other than of human origin. They 
are but two in number, but each of them is strikingly 
indicative of the hiunan origin of Sunday observance. 

The first I shall notice is this, that no ecclesiastical 
writer of the first three centuries of the Christian era 

* The first ^ye of the Six Sabbatarian Texts prove nothing. 
The sixth, which is the text from the Eevelation, whether it has 
or has not reference to Sunday observance, is, for the reasons 
which I have stated when examining the Text, No. VI., of no 
importance to the point now in discussion. I, therefore, here 
reckon that that text also proves nothing. 
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has attributed the origin of that observance either to 
the injunction or the example of the Apostles, or to 
any precept from Christ himself. 

The other fact is, that the two writers of that 
period who undertake to give reasons for the observ- 
ance of the Sunday, do not agree in their reasons for 
it, and that each of them assigns as one reason, what 
is either too absurd or too improbable for belief; which 
proves that nothing certain was known on the subject : 
a most unlikely circumstance, if the practice itself had 
been enjoined by Divine or ApostoUc authority. 

With respect to the fact first mentioned, I have to 
remark that Barnabas (or whoever else wrote the epistle 
ascribed to him), Justin Martyr (a.d. 147), Diouy- 
sius, bishop of Corinth (a.d. 170), TertuUian (a.d. 192), 
Clement of Alexandria (a.d. 192), Origen (a.d. 230), 
and Cyprian, bishop of Carthage (a.d. 250), all men- 
tion or allude to the rehgious observance of the Sun- 
day, but not one of them even hints that it originated 
in any precept of Christ, or in any recommendation of 
the Apostles, either by precept or example. Yet had 
any such precept been given, or example set, it is 
incredible that it should not have been known in the 
times of the writers above named, and hardly to be 
believed, that, if known, it would not have been 
mentioned by them, or by some of them. 

I do not, however, pretend to assert, as from my 
own knowledge of the writings of these fathers, that 
they are thus silent as to any Divine or Apostolic 
authority for Sunday observance : I infer the fact, 
that they are so, from the circumstance that, with a 
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angle exception, no one €i the Sabbatarian writeni 
whose works I happen to be acquainted with has ev^ 
quoted any one of the fiathers of the first three ceii- 
tories as affirming that Sunday observance had its 
(«igia in any precept of Chrirt. or in an injunctioi, or 
the example of the Apostles. The writer above ex- 
•cepted is Bishop Andrews, who, in his '^ Pattern of 
Catedustical Doctrine/' states, that Justin Martyr, ''in 
2 ApoL Antonin., saith, 'Apostobs a Ghristo hajus 
diei cdebritatem accepisse,' that the Apostles reodved 
from Christ himself the celebrity of this dirjr/' 

Now, as to this passage from a work by Bishqi 
Andrews, great as was his knowledge of the writings 
of the fiEithers, I shall venture to assert, that no re- 
liance can be placed upon it. Bishop Andrews, pro* 
bably quoting from memory, has, in this instance, 
though unintentionally, misrepresented his author. I 
can take it upon myself to say, from a most careftd 
search, that no sentence in Greek corresponding with 
"Apostolos a Christo hujus diej celebritatem accepisse" 
is to be found in Justin's second Apology, nor in his 
first, which was, I believe, in the time of Bishop An- 
drews, by mistake, considered to be his second. There 
is, however, a sentence in the first Apology, which we 
may reasonably conjecture to be that which the bishop 
had in his mind if quoting from recollection. That 
the reader may be the better enabled to form his own 
judgment upon that point, I here quote in the ori- 
ginal Greek, and in Thirlby's Latin version, the whole 
passage, of which the sentence in question forms the 
conclusion. Ttjp is roS ^TJov ^(Jbk^v xotify srawg^ t^¥ 
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ffvveKsvffiv TOiov(Jbs6oc BTsih^ 'jrgofTf} larh ^[Jt^sga, h ri 6 &eog 
TO axoTog ku) r^v vTjjv r^g-^/a^ Koa^ov iToifjae, ku) 'Ifjaovg 
ILgtarog 6 ^f/jBregog aan'fjg ttj uvttj ^[Jijigcc Itc vspcgSp apear^j, 
Tjf yoig Tgo rrjg xgovtK^g iaravg&fauu uvrov ku) t^ [jueroi 
Tfjp KgoviKTjv Sing ecrrh ffkiov ^[Ji^sgu, (pamg ro7g 'Asro- 
crroKosg uvrov pccci [Jbu6Tjru7g g5/5a|s ratJra &7reg eig It/- 
crxsypiP Ka) vyijlv apeiafpcufjijsv. " Solis autem die com- - 
muniter omnes conventum agimus, quoniam is primus 
dies est, quo Deus tenebris et materia versa mundum 
effecit ; et Jesus Christus Servator noster eo ipso die a 
mortuis resurrexit. Pridie euim Saturni diei in crucem 
actus est, et postridie ejusdera, qui Solis est dies, Apo- 
stolis et discipulis suis apparuit ; atque ea docuit, quae 
etiam apud vos, ut inspiceretis, retulimus '' (sec. 98). 
" On the Sunday we all commonly meet together, 
because it is the first day, in which God, turning the 
darkness (into light), and chaos (into form), made the 
world ; and on the same day Jesus Christ our Savioiu* 
rose from the dead. For on the day before the Sa- 
turday he was crucified, and on the day after Saturday, 
which is Sunday, appearing to his Apostles and dis- 
ciples, he taught those things which we have related 
to you for your consideration." 

There can be little doubt that, as the sentence 
"Apostolos a Christo hujus diei celebritatem accepisse" 
(or rather, its equivalent in Greek), is not to be found 
in Justin Martyr's "Apology," the above is the passage 
to which Bishop Andrews intended to refer in his 
memoriter quotation. Yet what does Justin there 
assert ? That Christ taught the celebrity of the day, 
or, in other words, that it was a day to be celebrated ? 

X 
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No : Justin says, addressing himself to the emperor, 
Christ " taught those things which we have related to 
you for your consideration." And what were "those 
things ?" Most certainly not those which he had re- 
lated immediately before, one of which was, that 
Sunday was observed because Grod made the world 
on the first day. No one now believes, no Sabbatarian 
believes, that Christ taught his Apostles and disciples 
that Sunday was to be observed for that reason. 
Therefore, what Justin referred to as being "the 
things," which he had related to the emperor, was not 
what he had just before told him, but the great mass 
of information which he had been giving to the em- 
peror respecting Christ and his doctrines in the ninety- 
seven preceding sections of the "Apology." * 

But put the case either way, the result, as bearing 
on the fact which is now under discussion, is the 
same. If Justin did not mean to tell the emperor 
that Christ taught Sunday obser\^ance to his Apostles 
and disciples, Justin is no exception to my remark, 
that no ecclesiastical wTiter in the first three centuries 

* It is certaiuly a somewhat bold license of speech to say 
that Christ taught all this, when he appeared to his Apostles and 
disciples on the day of his resurrection. Justin must, of course, 
be understood to include what Christ had taught at other times 
during his ministry. Justin is, however, to some extent, borne 
out in the expression he has used, by what we read in St. Luke's 
Gospel, where it is said that, on the day of his resurrection, 
Jesus appeared to two of his disciples as they were on their way 
to Emmaus, " and beginning at Moses and all the prophets, he 
expounded unto them in all the Scriptures the things concerning 
himself," (xxiv. 27.) 
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attributes that origin to Sunday observance. If Justin 
did mean to tell the emperor that Christ so taught, he, 
in the same passage, tells him that Christ gave a 
reason for the observance, which it is incredible that 
Christ should have given: thus proving, on his own 
showing, that he had no authority for anything which 
he, in that passage, represents Christ to have said. 

If, therefore, Bishop Andrews is (as he appears to 
be) decidedly and essentially inaccurate in his quota- 
tion from Justin Martyr, I may conclude the fact, 
which I state to be undeniable, that no ecclesiastical 
writer of the first three centuries of the Christian era 
has attributed the origin of Sunday observance either 
to an injunction or the example of the Apostles, or to 
any precept from Christ himself : a fact which is ex- 
ceedingly strong evidence, that at no time during that 
period did there exist in the Christian Church any 
belief or tradition that the reUgious observance of the 
Sunday originated in a divine appointment ; and, con- 
sequently, that the notion of such an origin of the 
observance must have sprung up among Christians in 
after times; and is for this reason, in addition to 
many others before suggested, unworthy of belief. 

The other fact which I have undertaken to esta- 
blish as tending to the same conclusion is, that the 
two writers who have at different times in the course 
of the above-mentioned period taken upon themselves 
to give reasons why the Sunday was observed, do not 
agree upon the subject, and that each of them assigns 
as one of his reasons what is either too absurd or too 
improbable for belief. 
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The writers thus referred to are the Pseudo- 
Barnabas (whom I shall here call Barnabas) and 
Justin Martyr. I have already incidentally stated 
their reasons for Sunday observance. Barnabas, it 
will be recollected, after propounding some grave non- 
sense about a millennium (see p. 226), says this: 
"Lastly, he (the Lord God) saith unto them, Your 
new moons and your Sabbaths I cannot bear them. 
Consider what he means by it. The Sabbaths, says 
he, which you now keep are not acceptable unto me ; but 
those which I have made, when resting from all things. 
I shall begin the eighth day, that is, the beginning 
of the other world : for which cause we observe the 
eighth day with gladness, on which also Jesus rose 
from the dead.*' 

According to Barnabas, therefore, the reason for 
religiously observing the first day of the week was to 
do honour to the eighth day of the other world — for 
such he calls the Sabbath which was to belong to his 
imaginary millennium. Barnabas, it is true, alludes 
to the day of the resurrection ; but, as will have been 
remarked, not till after he has mentioned the mil- 
lennium as the reason for observing the day ; so that 
the day of the resurrection is referred to by Barnabas, 
not as a reason, but as a coincidence. 

What Justin says (see antCy p. 305) is this : — 
"On the Sunday we all commonly meet together, 
because it is the first day in which God, turning the 
darkness (into light) and chaos (into form), made the 
world : and on the same day Jesus Christ our Saviour 
rose from the dead." 
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Justin, I admit, mentions the day of the resur- 
rection, not as a coincidence, but as one of his two 
reasons why the Christians of his time observed the 
first day of the week. But in assigning the com- 
memoration of the first day of the creation as the 
other (and seemingly in his opinion the chief) reason 
he is unquestionably mistaken, as all modern Sab- 
batarians must acknowledge. 

When, therefore, we find that of the two writers 
who attempt to account for Sunday observance, one of 
them (Justin Martyr) assigns an erroneous and the 
other (Barnabas) an absurd reason, and that the er- 
roneous reason of the one and the absurd reason of 
the other are essentially different in their kind, what 
can we rationally infer from such discrepancy but that, 
in fact, no one then knew anything authoritatively on 
the subject ? Under such circumstances we may fairly 
conjecture, that those who first conceived the idea of 
devoting a stated day in every week to the purpose of 
Christian worship chose* the day on which the resur- 
rection took place as the most appropriate for carrying 
out their design, but that, having no apostolical au- 
thority to support them in their choice of this parti- 
cular day, others, who followed their example in the 
observance of the day, had fancies of their own in 
regard to the events to be commemorated by it; 
but that, finally, good sense prevailed, and in sub- 
sequent ages the commemoration of Christ's resur- 

* " The godly Christian people .... began to choose 
them a standing day of the week to come together in," (Church 
Homily, see note, antCy p. 61.) 
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rection came to be esteemed, as it is still, the true 
and exclusive reason for the first day of the week 
having been selected as the stated day of assembling 
for Cliristian worship. 

Will it be said that a Divine command to observe 
religiously a particular day of the week might have 
been given, and yet no reason stated in the command 
why the day was to be so observed; and that, con- 
sequently, Barnabas and Justin might err in assigning 
the reason, but that their error would afford no just 
inference against the existence of the command ? The 
case supposed is possible, but it seems at variance with 
all probabihty ; and surely if Barnabas and Justin had 
known that such a conmiand had been given and no 
reason for it had been assigned, they would not have 
presumed to state their own reasons without parti- 
cularly noticing them to be such, and would have 
expressly said, " We meet once a-week by Divine 
command/' This course they have not followed; 
they do not mention or allude to any command, and 
they express themselves in language quite consistent 
with the fact, that the practice of Sunday observance 
was in their time, and from the very first had been, 
purely voluntary. 

Barnabas, as we have seen (p. 308), says little, 
but that little seems to imply a voluntary purpose ; it 
certainly does not necessarily imply obedience to 
command. 

The language of Justin is more remarkable in this 
respect. " On the Sunday (he says) we all commonly 
{pcoipy, communiter) meet together, because it is the 
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first day in which . . . God made the world." 
1 have here, as before (p. 308), translated the word 
communiter Qcoipy) Uterally, but I apprehend it may 
with more propriety in this instance be construed 
" with one accord,'' or " by common assent." That 
the literal translation, " commonly," is not appro- 
priate in the ordinary sense of the word (viz. 
usually, but not always,) is clear, for Justin could 
never mean to say that the Christians in his time met 
usually but not regularly on the Simday. If the 
Sabbatarians put this construction on Justin's words, 
they in eflfect admit that Sunday observance was not 
an institution of Divine appointment. 

That the word xo/j/p, communiter, should, therefore, 
in order to avoid ambiguity, be translated by some 
other word or phrase than "commonly" is certain; 
that it is capable of the interpretation above suggested 
is equally certain ; and that it is a word which Justin 
used as significant of some meaning or other no one 
can deny ; and yet, what is very remarkable, it does 
so happen that Mr. Gumey omits all notice of it in 
his translation of the above passage. He translates it, 
" We all meet together on the Sunday, because," &c, 
("Brief Remarks," p. 84).* And what renders the 
omission in this place still more remarkable is, that he 
omits all notice of this same word xoivy in his trans- 

* The word x«*F»r» amongst its various meanings, certainly has 
that of "together;" but the word "together" in Mr. Guniey's 
translation does not represent the word Kotrn ; it represents the 
preposition avt in the compound substantive o'vnXtvo'tf. 
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lation of another passage in Justin, which almost im- 
mediately precedes the above. Having now to quote 
it again in reference to the point in discussion, I shall 
again use Mr. Gurney's translation, given before in 
p. 273. 

" On the day called Sunday there is a meeting in 
one place of all the Christians who live either in the 
towns or in the country, and the memoirs of the 
Apostles, or the writings of the prophets, are read to 
them as long as is suitable. When the reader stops 
the president pronounces an admonition, and exhorts 
to the imitation of these noble examples, after which 
we aU arise and begin to pray.*' So Mr. Gurney trans- 
lates 'iTTBira aviffrd[Jbe6oc xotvy Toivreg ku) iir^tig ^e[Jt/ro[JbBV 
("Sub haec consurgimus communifer omnes et preca- 
tiones profundimus,'') omitting to give any translation 
whatever of the word pcospy {communiter). 

Here, again, Justin could not mean to say the 
Christians commonly, that is, usually, but not always, 
rose to pray after the reading was concluded, for un- 
questionably that was the invariable course of the 
Church service ; and therefore, as some meaning must 
be given to the word Komj, I apprehend the proper 
translation to be, " after which we all with one accord 
arise and begin to pray." 

Another circumstance worth noting is, that in each 
of the passages here quoted we have exactly the same 
phrase, koiv^ Trdvreg {communiter omves), which renders 
it the more probable that the meaning of koiv^ is in 
each passage the same; and as in the passage last 
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quoted it can scarcely have any other meaning than 
that of " one accord/' so may we fairly conclude that 
in the other passage, where Justin speaks of the Sun- 
day meetings, it has the like signification, and that 
consequently it will with more certainty express the 
sense of the writer, if we translate that passage thus : 
" On the Sunday we all with one accord (or, by com- 
mon assent) meet together, because it is the first day, 
in which God . . . made the world, and on the same 
day Jesus Christ our Saviour rose fi'om the dead." 

Even as translated by Mr. Gumey, without notice 
of the word xotvf, the passage is not inconsistent with 
the opinion that Justin intended to represent Sunday 
observance as a self-imposed and voluntary rite ; but 
translated as it ought to be, by giving significance to 
that word, the opinion that such was Justin's intention 
becomes a certainty.* 

Such, then, are the facts and circumstances which 
make up the history of the rise and progress of Sunday 
observance as a stated day of pubUc prayer and reli- 
gious instruction, — a history which presents us with 
nothing certain as to the time when the practice first 
began, and with but few, — and those but meagre, — 
notices of its progress, and with no satisfactory infor- 

* In any view of the case, Mr. Gumey's conduct in thus 
quietly passing over the significant little word x^tff is most 
strange, and considered in connexion with other instances of 
somewhat similar conduct before called into question (see p. 132 
and p. 242), authorises a suspicion that Mr. Gumey has an 
habitual propensity to avoid coming into contact with words 
which exhibit an anti-Sabbatical aspect. 
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mation of its actual establishmeDt as an ordinance of 
the Christian Church, till more than a century after 
that Church had been founded.* 

Such a history is perfectly reconcileable with the 
opinion, that it was a rite originating with some well- 
intentioned zealots in the latter part of the first cen- 
tury, and in process of time obtaining universal accept- 
ation, but can never be the history of a rite which had 
been instituted by Divine command. 

It is, indeed, most unaccountable, on any rational 
principle, why our divines should expect us to believe 
any institution to be specially of Divine appointment 
upon only slight, or upon any other than irresistible 
evidence of the fact. To me it seems that the trite 
classic maxim, — 

" Nee Deus intersit nisi digiius vindice nodus 
Incident," 

should always be kept in view, and acted upon in all 
theological questions, lest the presumptuous imagin- 
ings of men should pass for the oracles of God. In 
the question now under discussion, why not consider 
that the useful and conunendable practice of holding 
religious meetings on every recurrence of a stated day 

* I do not overlook the circumstance (material in itself, but 
in this instance ^vithout consequence,) that the date of a writing 
whicli mentions the obsen-ance of a custom is not the date of the 
origin of that custom. If nothing be said to the contrary, it must 
be presumed to have existed for some, perhaps many, years before. 
When, therefore, Justin, in or about a.d. 147, says, " We Christ- 
ians meet for public worship on the fu'st day of the week," it may 
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originated in the good sense and piety of man, w hen, 
to say the least, there is nothing in Scripture opposed 
to such an opinion ? Why, since that is the case, con- 
jecture that it had its origin in a Divine appointment ? 

That the reUgious observance of the Sunday liad 
this origin is impossible, and for a reason to which I 
have often alluded. I will now give it in a more dis- 
tinct form, and substantiate it by the best of evidence, 
the evidence of Scripture. 

I have one postulatum to premise (not that I am 
under any necessity to premise it, for I shall presently 
show that I am not,) but it is one which cannot be 
denied to me, and that is, that if Sunday observance 
was of Divine appointment, its practice in the times of 
the Apostles must have been universal. But that it 
was not universal in St. Paul's time we learn from 
himself by the text before quoted from his Epistle to 
the Romans (xiv. 5, 6), where he says expressly, that 
at that time one man esteemed one day above another, 
and another man esteemed every day alike ; and more- 
over, instead of censuring this indifference in some 
men to the observance of days, he gives full license to 
all men to act in this respect as they please. Now, 

be taken for granted that this custom of so meeting was not ihtm 
of veiy recent origin; but if we carry W;k the cwtimtt s'lmc 
twenty or thirty years, which in the absence of all expr*?sH Ursti- 
mony on the sabject is making a fair, and indeed a large allow- 
ance, it woold not be brooght within the range of the tim^.-ii of 
St Peter and St Paul, the true age of the A[K/**tle^, The evi- 
dence that no such universal ctViUnti axv-^vA in Ht. Paul h tirr«^, 
is, besides, too strong to be hhalum by mere c/fuy-j^n*:^ t// t}»*i 
contrary. 



this 3t. Paul coci,D not do, if to esteem the first 
above every other day of the week was a law of Divine ' 
appoiutment. Y<;t this he did; for this is what he 
Bays : — " One man e^teenieth oue day above another, 
another estteiiieth vwry day ahke. Let every man be 
folly pemuded in his own mind.* He that T^ardeth 
the day, r^purdeih it unto the Lord; and he that 
i^ardetit not the day, to the Lwd he doth not 
r^ard it." 

That thii is language eipressiTe of indi^reoce to 
the rel^[io<u obswance of days, and that it ^res, 
under the authority of an Apoetle, unqualified permis- 
sion to all who sfaould be so disposed, not to regard 
any day whatever as a stated day oi religiouB obeen- 
anoe, cannot be denied, if there be meaning in words. 
The text, therefore, is Soiptore pnx^ both of the fact 
that the Sunday was not then universally observed, 
and of the fact that its observance was not of Divine 
appointment. 

If any one should say, (as it will have been seen 
in my previous notice of this text in the chapter on 
Counter-evidence, + I am aware may be said,) that St. 
Paul intended to except the Sunday from his remarks, 
my reply to this answer, if made to my present argu- 
ment, would be. How can you know that St. Paul so 
intended? The only direct and unevasive reply that 
my opponent could make to this question would be, 
Because the Sunday was universally observed in the 

* Or, "Let every man freely enjoy his own opinion." — See 
aiiU, p. 196, and the note p. 238.) 
t See pp. 190, 195-302. 
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time of the Apostles, and there was, therefore, no 
occasion for St. Paul to except it. Granted, I should 
say, there would in such case have been no occasion, 
that is, no absolute necessity for St. Paul's excepting 
it, though there would, as I have before noticed 
(p. 190), have been, even in such case, a pecuhar pro- 
priety in his so doing, But how (I should add) do 
you know that the Sunday was then universally ob- 
served ? You are reasoning in a circle. You assume 
in the outset that which you should begin by proving. 
You assume in effect the whole subject in controversy. 
Prove that Sunday was then universally observed, and 
you will have established a just foundation for the 
assertion that St. Paul, when expressing his indif- 
ference to the observance of days, intended to except 
the Sunday, and you will then also, but not till then, 
have refuted my Scripture proof, that the practice of 
Sunday observance cannot by any possibility have been 
of Divine appointment. 

Dr. Paley, I well know, has expressed himself as 
though he had seen reason to come to an opinion the 
very reverse of that which I am maintaining ; for he 
says in his " Scripture Account of Sabbatical Institu- 
tions," (Philos. ii. 91,) "The conclusion from the 
whole inquiry ... is this. The assembhng upon the 
first day of the week for the purpose of public worship 
and rehgious instruction, is a law of Christianity of 
Divine appointment." 

This conclusion, although it is Paley who main- 
tains it, I shall attempt to show is not warranted by 
his own premises, and I trust that my presumption in 




lUi ittnipk will not be fimnd so 
gmC M it fint ik wmj lyi to be. No one m 
hold in ^■■g^— lefCKDoe tbm I do tiw csAnKxdiiiaij 
tdenii of Dr. lUer, and, pn-ommoitlf , Ub power 4f 
doH and Incid reamnng upon all subjects lAae he 
vai piafcitily free to esqpvess tbe eonvictions to lAiA 
bis oini arginnenti woidd natoialty lead lum ; asulm, 
in bk ** Natmal Tbeokgjr/' he is pionng the emtam 
of a God; or iriien, hi his ** Yieir of die E?ideiioe8 of 
ClinBtiamty/' and m bs ''Horn Ftafins," he k 
piovii^ the Divine origin of the Ghiistian re%iflHi; 
but on the Sabbath qoestion perfect fireedom of dkh 
cossion WM restricted hi his case by his poeitioii ii 
sodelj. When reasoning vpoa that snbject, aMnwigh 
he showed a daring qiirit, he evidently felt the weight 
of the chains whidi bound him to the Universily aoid 
the Church ; and it is partly to this cause that I attri- 
bute his illogical conclusion in the instance before us.* 
Indeed, were it not my belief that in this instance 
he did purposely, though with the best intention, over- 
state the legitimate inference firom his own argument, 
I should, perhaps, have shrunk firom the attempt to 

* Let me not be understood as intending by this remark to 
withhold or diminish the praise so deservedly due to this great 
and good man for the noble and successful efforts which he made 
in the field of free inquiry. They were such as he could not 
but be conscious would prove, as no doubt they did, an effectual 
bar to high preferment. An everlasting reproach will it be to 
the times in which he lived, that so zealous and able a defender 
of the truths of natural and revealed religion should not have 
been raised to the episcopal bench. Had he condescended to 
personal controversy — had he, like Mr. H. E. Davis, B.A. (who 
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show that SO practised a logician may for once have 
drawn an illogical conclusion. 

In entering upon my task I have to remark, that 
the only proofs Dr. Paley offers of the premises upon 
which he founds the conclusion in question are five 
of the six Sabbatarian texts, which I have already 
examined in a preceding chapter. He excludes from 
his proofe the Text, No. III., relating to the meeting 
of the Apostles on the day of Pentecost ; and he re- 
jects entirely the aid which most Sabbatarians endea- 
vour to draw from the Sabbaths of the Old Testa- 
ment. Not only does he decidedly deny the obhgation 
of the Fourth Commandment ; he also argues against 
the commonly received opinion that the text in Ge- 
nesis (ii. 3) was a command to sanctify the seventh 
day. He looks upon that text as proleptical only, 
and is of opinion that the reUgious destination of 
the seventh day was not known before the time of 
Moses (vol. ii. 75). Thus the consideration of Dr. 
Paley's argument, from which he draws the conclu- 
sion that the religious observance of the Sunday is 
" a law of Christianity of Divine appointment," will 
consist simply of an examination of the inferences 

obtained a royal pension for his pains), published small criticisms 
upon the great work of some celebrated infidel, or (still more to 
his purpose, if he were ambitious) had he fiercely assailed the 
writings of some troublesome Dissenter, then might he have re- 
ceived that reward which was justly due to his better services. 
l)r. Priestley would assuredly have made Paley (as he made 
Horsley) a bishop, could he have drawn him into controversy 
upon the doctrines of the Established Church. 
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which he has dra\ni from the five texts selected by 
him from the Christian Scriptures. 

He, however, has a preface to his argument which 
cannot be passed by without some notice. "The 
practice of holding religious assemblies upon the first 
day of the week was (he says) so early and universal 
in the Cluistian Church, that it carries with it con- 
siderable proof of having originated from some pre- 
cept of Christ, or of his Apostles, though none such be 
now extant :" (p. 87). Upon which preface it is to be 
remarked : — 

First, He assumes as a fact, before attempting to 
prove it, that the practice of holding those assembUes 
was early and universal, or, rather, early and general ; 
for " so universal" would be a solecism, but " so gene- 
ral" proves nothing. If the practice was in obedience 
to a Divine precept, it must have been universal. 

Secondly, All that Dr. Paley says of the fact which 
he thus assumes is, that " it carries with it consider- 
able proof." Now "considerable proof" is, as I have 
before had occasion to remark, not complete proof. 
Some doubt remains of a fact, the proof of which is 
only considerable. Such proof disposes the mind to 
belief, but does not authorise belief itself; it authorises 
only a strong opinion, in the actual truth of which, 
however, the party entertaining it feels he ought not 
to place full confidence without further evidence. 

I now proceed to consider Dr. Paley's inferences 
from his five texts. Those inferences, it is to be 
borne in mind, constituting the premises from which 
he draws the conclusion above stated. My aim will 
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be to show, that with respect to the four first texts, 
he is himself not quite certain that his inferences from 
them are just ; and that with respect to the remaining 
text, although he there feels certain of his inference, 
that inference is not of a nature to warrant the con- 
clusion he has come to upon " the whole inquiry:" nor 
does he himself state that this text alone would war- 
rant his conclusion, he rests it in part upon his infer- 
ences from the four first texts, and those being, by his 
own candid admission, not free from doubt, it becomes 
perfectly clear that, the whole of his premises consi- 
dered, they can be no warrant for the conclusions 
which he draws from them ; for this would be to draw 
a certain conclusion from uncertain premises, which is 
contrary both to the acknowledged rules of logic and 
to the plain dictates of common sense. 

His first text is (John, xx. 19), "Then the same 
day at evening, being the first day of the week, when 
the doors were shut where the disciples were as- 
sembled for fear of the Jews, came Jesus and stood 
in the midst." Of the meeting recorded in this text, 
Dr. Paley has the candour to remark, " This, for any- 
thing that appears in the account, might, as to the 
day, have been accidental." Now what might be ac- 
cidental cannot be assumed to have been by design : 
proof of design, however. Dr. Paley had it not in his 
power to give, except it be found in the inference 
which, impUedly, he draws from his second text, 
where he goes on to say, " But in the 26th verse of 
the same chapter we read that ' after eight days,' that 
is, on the first day of the week following, ' again the 

T 
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disciples wvn^ within ;* which second meeting upon the 
saiue day of the week looks like an appointment and 
de;iiign to meet on that particular day." No one, how- 
ever, can maintain that what only " looks like" proof is 
prwf it:self. Yet Dr. Paley, who is candid throughout 
iu the statement of his premises, is, we see, too cau- 
tious to infer anything more fix)m this (his second) 
text than that, in connexion with his first, it exhibits 
some appearance that the meetings mentioned in both 
the texts were designedly held on the first day of the 
week. It would, therefore, be absurd to believe that 
Pr, Paley himself believed he had actually proved that 
tht^^ two meetings were designedly held on that par- 
ticular day. Let us imagine for a moment that his 
*" Natural Theolog}*," and his " Evidences of Christ- 
ianitv/' havl Kvn made up, or even consisted but in 
part, ot " /^-xx'm*';" pnx^fs, where would have been his 
pnsvut doson oilly high rojnitation as the most power- 
ful avhvvato ot natural and revealed religion in modem 
times r l^oliovors would have disregarded^ and infi- 
dels would lia\o derided, his feeble eftbrts to estabhsh 
grave pn.>jH^itions bv such a mockery of e^ddence as 
this. 

It is undeniable, therefore, that thus far Dr. Paley's 
own priMuises do not aftbrd him any assistance what- 
ever in sustaining his conclusion that Simday observ- 
ance is a law of Christianity, for it is manifest that he 
himself doubts if thev do. 

Of his third text he thus speaks : — "In the 20th 
chapter of the Acts of the Apostles we find the same 
custom" (he had not yet proved any custom) "in a 
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Christian Church at a great distance from Jerusalem. 
. . . . ' And we came unto them to Troas in five days, 
where we abode seven days ; and upon the first day 
of the week, when the disciples came together to break 
bread, Paul preached unto them/ The manner in 
which the historian mentions the disciples coming 
together to break bread on the first day of the week 
shows, I think, that the practice by this time was 
familiar and established/'* 

Here again we find Dr. Paley using words of qua- 
lification in expressing his opinion. Now it has been 
very justly observed by an able modern writer that 
there are but three views which the mind can take 
of propositions submitted to its consideration, namely, 
belief, doubt, and disbelief, and of these it can take but 
one in regard to any one proposition, for each of the 
three views is incompatible with either of the other two. 

* " By tMs time was familiar and established " is a remark- 
able pbrase, considering it is the accurate Paley who uses it; 
for, strictly speaking, it should signify that the practice was not 
established before this time. Could Dr. Paley mean this ? If 
he did, he expressed an opinion which, if well founded, is fatal to 
the Sabbatarian argument. For if the practice was of Divine 
appointment it must have been in use, and universally so, from 
the first preaching of the Gospel, twenty years and more previous 
to the time when Paul preached at Troas, and, therefore, if Dr. 
Paley was of opinion that it had been in use during all that period, 
surely the correct phrase for him to have employed on the occa- 
sion would have been " at this time,*' which would not necessarily 
have implied, as " by this time " seems to imply, that the practica 
had only just then become ** familiar and established." 
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Where any doubt remaiiis in a man's mind upon any 
proposition he, properly speaking, neither believes nor 
disbelieves.* If, in the instance before us. Dr. Paley 
beUeved that the manner of the historian showed that 
the practice was " famiUar and established," why did 
he introduce the words "I think?" Without those 
words the sentence would have been perfect to express 
his belief; with them, it expresses only an opinion. 
" I think, but I am not quite certain," is the signifi- 
cation of the sentence as it now stands. And if Dr. 
Paley did not intend this by introducing the words 
" I think," those words have no meaning — they are 
superfluous ; yet, if there be any writer who never 
uses an unmeaning or a superfluous word it is — Paley. 
He has a doubt, therefore, as to his inference from his 
third text. 

He continues his aipmient by next adverting to 
his fourth text. "St. Paul to the Corinthians (he 
says) writes thus : ' Concerning the collection for the 
saints, as I have given order to the churches of Galatia, 
even so do ye ; upon the first day of the week let 
every one of you lay by him in store as God hath 
prospered him, that there be no gatherings when I 
come;' 1 Cor. xvi. 1, 2. Which direction affords 

* " Every proposition presented to the mind, the terms of 
which are understood, necesssurilj occasions either belief, doubt, 
or disbelief These are states or affections of the mind on which 
definition can throw no light, but which no one can be at a loss 
to understand.' ('* Essays on the Formation and Publication of 
of Opinions." London, 1826. 2d Edition, p. 3.) 
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a probable proof that the first day of the week was 
already,* amongst the Christians both of Corinth and 
Gralatia, distinguished from the rest by some reli- 
gious application or other." 

Why " probable proof," if it was Dr. Paley's beUef 
that the direction aflForded actual proof ? The word 
"probable" is superfluous, unless it be intended to 
express a doubt. This, therefore, is not a text from 
which Dr. Paley can be entitled to draw any certain 
conclusion; neither can he be entitled to draw any 
such conclusion from this and the preceding text, con- 
sidered in connexion with each other ; for, if he is not 
sure, but only thinks, that the one shows a custom to 
meet, and if with respect to the other he is not sure 
that it affords actual proof, and, therefore, says only 
that it affords " probable proof" that the first day of the 
week was distinguished by some religious appUcation 
or other, it is evident that he still remains in uncer- 
tainty whether or not the two texts taken together 
prove a custom to meet on that particular day for 
purposes of religion. 

Dr. Paley then proceeds to state the last portion 
of his premises by quoting the text from the Revela* 
tion, " I was in the Spirit on the Lord's day." 
Mark now the change in his style. Here he is con- 
fident of his fact, and he states it with confidence 
accordingly. Here we shall find no traces of imper- 

* ** Already." Here again we have an expression which, 
like '* hj this time," is consistent with the helief that the practice 
spoken of had QP^J j^^^^ ^^n come into use, and this was not till 
twenty-three years after the Gospel had heen first preached, 
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Ebct amyktion as to the tnitii oi this part oi lus |ffe- 
DUseB — no adnuBsion as in his remaik vaposi bis fiist 
text, that that " might have beeai accident^," which it 
was essential he should state (and prove if he could) 
was designed — no parenthetical expresraoD intimating 
donbt, as "I think," in his third text — no j^mises 
which iini^y jmibabilify but n^rfluDg mon, sndt as 
"probable proc^' and "lo(^ like," in his two other 
texts. Tlds is what he says of the text from the 
Revelatirai : " At the time that St. John i,vrot£ the 
book of his Revelation tt» first day of the week had 
obtained the name of the Ijord's day. ' I was in the 
Spirit (says he] on the Lord's day ;' which uame and 
St. John's use of it safSciently denote the appropria- 
tion <^ this day to the service ai religion, and that this 
appropriation was perfectly knowii to the churches of 
Asia. I make no doubt but that by the Ix>rd's day 
was meant the first day of the week." 

Undertaking, as I did, to show that Dr. Paley is 
not warranted in the conclusion which he draws from 
his own premises, I am bound for this purpose to 
admit the certainty of those premises so far as it ap- 
pears that Dr. Paley believed in their certainty him- 
self. I am, therefore, to take for granted, although it 
is not my opinion,* that St. John the Apostle was 
unquestionably the author of the Book of Revelation, 
and also that by the phrase of "the Lord's day" the 
writer of that book meant the first day of the week, 
and that the use of it denotes the appropriation of that 

* See in chapter iii. ezamination of TexL^o. 6. 
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day to the service of religion ; but these inferences 
from the text in the Revelation being for the present 
purpose granted, the question arises, Does the text of 
itself warrant Dr. Paley in coming to the conclusion 
that Sunday observance is a law of Christianity of 
Divine appointment ? I maintain that it does not ; 
because proof of a religious practice prevaihng among 
the churches of Asia towards the close of the first 
century, even though it had the approbation of one of 
the Apostles, and though we should suppose (for the 
text does not show) it to have been universal, can be 
no proof that it originated in a Divine appointment. 
Love-feasts were a religious usage observed so early 
as in the time of the Apostle Paul, and with his sanc- 
tion, and they very possibly had their origin in a 
usage of the first converts to Christianity, which had 
the sanction of all the Apostles (Acts, ii. 46) ; yet 
they could not have been enjoined by Divine authority, 
for if they had, they never would have been discon- 
tinued, and it would have been a reUgious duty with 
us to hold love-feasts at this day. It is, moreover, to 
be recollected, that if St. John esteemed one day more 
than another, St. Paul did not ; so that the alleged 
sanction of St. John to the practice of Sunday observ- 
ance in his extreme old age, more than sixty years 
after the first preaching of the Gospel, can impose no 
religious obligation upon Christians at this day to 
practise that observance. Without other proof, there- 
fore, than the text itself, it cannot be maintained from 
the text in the Revelation, that the practice of Sunday 
observance is of Divine appointment. 
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Nor does Dr. Paley himself, as I have before re- 
marked, attempt to rest his conclusion upon this text. 
He shows, by the preface to his argument, that he felt 
it to be incumbent upon him to prove, if he could, 
that the custom of Sunday observance had its origin 
and was universal in the earliest times of Christianity, 
and that to prove only that it was observed at the 
close of the first century, would be to eflFect nothing. 
Hence it is that he first brings forward in succession 
four of his five texts to prove the early and universal 
usage of the custom; and hence it is that he draws 
his conclusion, not fix)m his fifth text alone, but fi^om 
" the whole inquiry." He is evidently, therefore, not 
certain that his fifth text (the text fix)m the Revela- 
tion) taken singly, would sustain his conclusion ; and 
he had previously shown he was not certain it could 
be sustained by his four preceding texts. However, 
then, we may and must admire his candour in stating 
his premises doubtfully, we may justly deny his logic 
in drawing a conclusion as certain from premises ad- 
mitted by himself to be doubtful. It is tliis mani- 
festation of imperfect conviction on his part, and in 
some form or other pervading his argument from its 
outset to its close, which constitutes my proof, that, 
when Dr. Paley states the result of his " whole in- 
quiry" to be this: — "The assembling upon the first 
day of the week for the purpose of public worship and 
religious instruction, is a law of Christianity of Divine 
appointment :" he is drawing a conclusion not war- 
ranted by his own premises. 

I cannot but be aware that, if it be a false con- 
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elusion, Dr. Paley must have been himself conscious 
of its being so; but, as I have before intimated 
(p. 318), I believe his motive to have been good. 
Whether the end, if good, can in every case justify 
the means, is questionable. But whether, therefore, the 
conduct of Dr. Paley, if it be such as I have supposed, 
be in strictness defensible, or not, I beheve him to 
have been actuated by a wish to put down the mis- 
chievous fanaticism of Judaizing Christians, and to 
establish among Christians a rationally religious ob- 
servance of the Sunday, such as would most effectually 
serve and promote the cause of piety and virtue. 
Whoever has read his admirable chapter " on the Use 
of Sabbatical Institutions," will have seen with what 
zeal, sincerity, and success, he has advocated the utility 
of appropriating a stated day to the purposes of de- 
votion and instruction in the duties of religion and 
morahty. But he probably was of opinion, that unless 
the masses of the people were taught, that this prac- 
tice was not only useftd, but *' of Divine appointment," 
his scheme of Sunday observance would not only fail 
of receiving support from any converts which his 
previous arguments might have made to anti-Sab- 
batarianism, but that the practice itself would, for 
want of an assurance that it was originally of Divine 
appointment, be generally neglected. In the latter 
opinion, if he entertained it, I think it possible that 
he was mistaken, and that, on the contrary, the Sun- 
day would be more generally and more rehgiously 
observed than it is, were the observance of it placed 
upon the secure ground of utility, rather than on the 
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debatesble ground of Soriptoe anthoriiy. C|^ gieat 
advantage would be sure to attend the belid^ that Uie 
observance of Sunday as a day of pablfe prayer and 
instroction, though so condnciye to tibe promi^kin d 
religion and good morals^ is, nevertheless, an invita- 
tion of human (»rigin : Hiat advantage would be firand 
in the free Boape whidi it wmild give to all our dbrgy 
to advocate from their pulpits the religuHis observance 
of the day. As it is, many oi the deigy, and those 
not the htat intelligent and doqumt amongst ^nsm, 
i«e rilent iipcml^l^ in ^ puUio ^^mm, 
because, being opposed in opinion to the puritanical 
doctrine of a Sunday Sabbath now so e^ienabrdf pre- 
vailing, they prefer saying nothing tq wgmg ^^^ 
thqr would wish to say, lest it shcnild create a spirit 
of dissension and controversy. They do, indeed, some- 
times venture to express their opinions freely in pub- 
lished tracts; but they leave the pulpit, — that pow- 
erful engine of persuasion, — in the exclusive possession 
of the Sabbatarian clergy. 

Archbishop Whately, in the preface to his "Thoughts 
on the Sabbath," has said, " The Lord's day is so pre- 
cious in the eyes of every right-minded Christian, and 
its proper observance of such manifold utility, that it 
cannot, I trust, be regarded as labour misapplied, to 
adduce such considerations as may tend to promote 
this observance. And I am convinced that the most 
effectual, as well as the only justifiable, means for 
accomplishing this object, will be found in the placing 
of this duty on its trae foundation." Yet I doubt 
much if the archbishop has ever advocated from the 
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pulpit the observance of the Lord's day. K he never 
has, it can only be because he would not choose to 
proclaim there what he freely states in his pamphlet, 
that the true foundation of the duty of Sunday ob- 
servance is neither the fourth commandment of the 
Decalogue nor the command supposed by some to 
have been given at the creation to sanctify one day in 
seven. 

I shall also venture to guess that the Rev. T. S. 
Hughes, " Christian Advocate in the University of 
Cambridge, and Examining Chaplain to the Lord 
Bishop of Peterborough," if he ever preaches on the 
duty of Sunday observance, never attempts to place it 
on what he conceives to be its true foundation, or, at 
least, that he is always careful to avoid disturbing the 
Sabbatical notions of his congregation by proclaiming 
from his pulpit what he admits and maintains in his 
pamphlet, that the doctrine of a Sabbath for Christianis 
is a vulgar error, and that St. Paul exhorted his con- 
verts to omit the observance of the Sabbath of the 
fourth commandment and other ordinances, all of 
which " Christ had, as it were, blotted out, naihng 
them to his cross." ("Letter to G. Higgins, Esq." 
title-page and p. 5.) If Mr. Hughes forbears from 
preaching on the subject, because he feels that he 
cannot treat it freely, I should cite this as one of the 
many instances in which (and for that very reason) 
the cause of rational Sunday observance loses the 
support of an able and judicious advocate. 

I shall not at present pursue this topic any further ; 
and, indeed, were it not that the respect I bear to the 
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great authority of Paley's name demanded of me a full 
examination of the opinion which he has expressed on 
the Sabbath question, I should have to acknowledge 
that I have already been far too long unmindful of 
the questions proposed for discussion in this present 
chapter. That which was in the course of discussion 
previous to this digression from it, related to the 
probable time when the observance of the Sunday, as 
a prayer day, had its rise. Little, however, remains to 
be said on the subject. 

Did we know the date of the epistle ascribed to 
Barnabas, we might conclude from the vague allusion 
to Sunday observance contained in it, that that ob- 
servance was just then, in some form or other, coming 
into use ; and we may from that epistle, considered 
in connexion with Phny's testimony relating to the 
Christians in Bithynia, infer it to be, on the whole, 
most probable that the religious observance of the 
Sunday had its rise in the latter part of the first cen- 
tury. It is, indeed, quite possible, nor would the 
supposition be at all inconsistent with the argument, 
which I have been maintaining on this point, that, 
even in St. Paul's time, but most certainly not with 
his approbation, some over-zealous individuals (over- 
zealous because outrunning the teaching of the 
Apostles) had begun to practise this observance. It 
is also very possible (and Heylyn has a conjecture 
somewhat to this purport) that the practice might 
originate with some Jewish converts after the de- 
struction of the temple (a.d. 70), they being thereby 
suddenly and for ever deprived of their stated sacri- 
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fices and festivals ; or, if we suppose that the practice 
had already sprung up and attracted some notice, 
nothing can be more probable than that upon the 
happening of the event, and for the reason above 
stated, many of the Jewish converts would become 
proselytes to the practice, and thereby give it an 
impulse, which would tend materially to its growth 
into general repute. These considerations, however, 
are offered only as conjectures. We, in fact, know 
nothing positively respecting the origin of Sunday ob- 
servance as a prayer-day. What we do know re- 
specting it, is of a negative character, but, nevertheless, 
of the highest importance, for it is this ; that we have 
no grounds for beUeving that its observance was, and, 
on the contrary, we have much evidence to show, that 
its observance was not in use by the Christian Church 
in the time of the Apostles Peter and Paul. Hence 
it is a question of mere curiosity, how soon after that 
time it came into general, and, at length, into uni- 
versal use as a Christian rite ; for the observance of it 
cannot be a religious duty incumbent upon Christians 
at this time, if it was not so (and most certainly it 
was not) during the ministry of the eminent Apostles 
above named, one of them more especially the teacher 
of the Jewish nation, the other the great teacher of 
the Gentile world. 

But whilst we are thus in complete uncertainty as 
to the exact time when the Sunday first began to be 
observed as a prayer-day, we are in none whatever as 
to the exact time when it first came to be observed as 
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fixeflitB date. 

Wiih notiung, tlierefoFe, in the {Hobable dito of 
the firmer, or id the nnquestioiiable date ai the latter 
to craitradict, and with much in both to oonfinb n^ 
previotiB argnments on the main questions, which have 
been discnssed in these pages, I shall now repeat, villi 
that perfect confidence which knows no doubt, the aO- 
impcntant proportion which, from tiie outset <^ the 
discussion it has been my design to maintain and to 
prove, namety, that in tlie Christian Scriptures no 
warrant is to be found for the belief that ire are 
enjoined by Divine authority to obserre the Sunday 
either as a Sabbath day, or as a stated day of " as- 
sembling for the purpose (A public worship and ie£- 
{^Dus instruction." 

The Sabbatarians, however, as is well known, 
appeal for aid in their distress to the Jewish Scrip- 
tures, some arguing the obligation to observe a Christ- 
ian Sabbath both from the fourth commandment of 
the Decalogue and the command alleged by them to 
have been given at the creation to sanctify the seventh 
day ; whilst others appeal directly to the latter only, 
but of those there are some who, though they look 
upon the former commMid to be, as it were, defunct, 
contend that its spirit survives in a shape which they 
fancifully call "the moral equity" of the fourth com- 
mandment. This spirit, therefore, they duly invoke. 

To these discordant appeals to the Jewish Scrip- 
tures, (although I conceive that upon no just principle 
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can proof of the duty of Christians to observe a par- 
ticular day, a day observed only by Christians, be 
sought for in any other than in Christian Scriptures,) 
it is my intention fully to respond in a work now in 
progress, which I have before referred to, and which 
will be entitled, "An Enquiry into the supposed 
Obligation of the Sabbaths of the Old Testament." 
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NOTES 



TO TEM 



EXAMINATION OF THE SIX WITNESSES, 



IN PAOE8 147 XT 8BQ. 



(1.) ** Whbthbb in the eTening, which belonged to that daj, 

is uncertaiu :"ue. is uncertain from the text itself. St. John, the 
writer of it, is therefore supposed to give the evidence as to the 
mode of reckoning time among the Jews. He was himself a Jew 
by birth, and a conformist to all the customs of the Jews at the 
time when the meeting mentioned in the text was held, and was 
himself present at the meeting. He may, therefore, reasonably 
be supposed to give this evidence. (See ante, p. 156 and 157.) 

(2.) "They did not believe in the resurrection." This part of 
the evidence is supposed to be given by the Evangelists Mark, 
Luke, and John, particularly by Mark. Matthew makes no 
mention of this meeting. (See ante, p. 157.) 

(3.) Luke, ch. xxiv. See ante, p. 35. 

(4.) See ante, p. 158. 

(5.) The text afiFords no evidence on the subject. 

(6.) Luke, ch. xxiv. See ante, p. 27. 

(7.) See ante, p. 69 and the note at foot. 

(8.) St. Luke, the writer of this text, may properly be sup- 
posed to give this testimony ; since, whether a Jew himself, or 
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not (for tins is doobtiial), be nnist bare been well aoq[iudiited 
with the customs of the Jews. As to the custom here noticed, 
see ante, p. 74. 

(9.) There is abandant reason to concbide from bis bistoiy of 
the Acts that St. Luke would give this testimony. (See ante, 
pp. 76, 79.) 

(10.) See arae, p. 98. 
(11.) St. Luke. See ante, p. 90. 

(12 ) We are justified in siqyposing that this evidence would 
be given by St. Luke, the writer of the tert He was the com- 
panion and historian of St Paul s travels, and the historian of 
the first thirtj'two years of the progress of Christianity, after it 
was for the first time preadbed hy the Apostles, which was on the 
memorable day of Pentecost 
(13.) See ante, p. 104. 

(14 and 15.) These answers are not supposed to be given by 
St Paul himself. They merely represent the fact, that the text 
yields us no infbrmadon upon the subject of either of the two 
questions asked. 

Were I to state the evidence which is afforded by St. Paul in 
some of his other epistles, I should represent the witness as 
stating most positively that Christian Churches in his time did 
not observe the first day of the week either as a Sabbath day or 
a stated prayer day ; but in adopting this course, I should be 
bringing forwards prematurely the counter-evidence, which will 
be the subject of a subsequent chapter, and which is, for that 
reason, supposed not to be produced on the trial. 

(16.) This supposed discussion among the advocates in the 
cause represents the doubts prevailing among many of the early 
Christians whether St. John were the author of the Book of Reve- 
lation, — doubts which have never been satisfiEu^torily removed. 
(See ante J p. 117.) 

(17 and 18.) If the answers to the two questions here asked 
were to be sought for only in the text itself, the witness must 
have been represented as saying nothing more than that he could 
give no informatipn : for in reality the text in the Eevelation 
asserts nothing on the subject of either of those two questions. 

Z 



Nor do6» St Jchst the wp poeed mriter of the Berditkm, athor 
«lsewlief6 in thtt book, or in any of Ub apisdet, ghre aii^ infin- 
nuttion bj ifhich the meaning of the phiaae in the text can ht 
aaoertained. Nowheie» in &ct, eioept it be in tfaia text, does be 
Make anj, even the moat diatant, aUnaion to the onatom of rdi- 
gional J obaerring the fiiat daj of the ureek, or the onatom if 
ealling that daj of the week bj the name of the Loid'a day. 

I haye, howerer, sapposed the witneas ta gite ftom other 
aovoeea anoh qyiniomt, or rather ooigectarea, on the tuo qneations 
aa aeem to me to be on the nbole the moat probable. Of the 
probability of thoae ooigeetarea the reader will ibrm hia 019 
jodgment Aa to actual prooC reapeeting the meaning of the 
text, there ia none to be had from any aooroe whaterer. See 
ante, p. 116, aa to the qneetion. Whether the first day of the week 
was called the Lord'a day when the Book of Berelation was 
written? Upon the other qnestion. Whether that day of the 
week waa then ataiedly obaerred? I can only refier gnerallj 
to my esamination of the Six Taxta. The inelinalifln of mj 
opinion in fisvoor of the ooiyectare that it had then began to be 
so obsenred is founded chiefly on a piece of nen-Scriptoral en- 
denee which is considered in chapter Tii.-^P2my*a Litter to 
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In page 302 of "The Sabbath" I have ventured 
to assert, that no ecclesiastical writer of the first three 
centuries of the Christian era has attributed the origin 
of Sunday observance either to an injunction or the 
example of the Apostles, or to any precept from Christ 
himself. 

If this proposition be true, it ought to be no 
matter for surprise that the Church fathers felt them- 
selves at a loss how to account for its origin. That 
they actually were so, is my second proposition ; and, 
in pp. 307-309, I have stated some facts, which 
tend materially to support it. 

Since publishing " The Sabbath" I have had the sa- 
tisfaction of finding, in a work entitled "The Christian 
Sabbath," by the Rev. George Holden, A.M., a most 
ample and valuable store of information respecting 
the testimony of the Church fathers to the religious 
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observance of the Sunday in the times in which they 
severally lived. This learned and industrious Sab- 
batitriau writer has extracted from the works of tbe 
Greek fathers to the end of the fourth century, and 
from those of the Latin fathers to the time of Au- 
gustine, who died in the fifth century, all the passages 
which in his opinion bear upon the question of Sunday 
observance, and in none of thein do I find any con- 
tradiction to either of the two propositions above 
stated. On the contrary, the passages thus extracted 
are replete with evidence which serves to confirm 
them. 

I shall first bring under consideration the pro- 
position which maintains that no ecclesiastical writer 
of the first three centuries attributes the origin of 
Sunday observance to Christ or his Apostles. 

Mr. Hotden's main object in collecting his ex- 
tracts from tbe writings of the Church fathers is to 
prove, by the aid of their testimony, that the first day 
of the week (the Lord's day) has been observed by 
Christians &om the eu-liest times of Christianity. 
That it has been observed by them from the time of 
Justin Martyr I do not dispute. I have in *' The 
Sabbath " stated Justin's testimony to its observance, 
and noticed also .(in p. 303) five other fethers of the 
second and third centuries as having mentioned or 
alluded to it. But Mr. Holden's purpose being to 
carry up the obsnrance of it to the time of the 
Apostles, he cites with this view the testimony of 
Justin's predecessors, Barnabas, Ignatius, and ClemeDS 
Romanns. 
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As to Barnabas and Ignatius, I have, in " The 
Sabbath/' shown by anticipation that Mr. Holden's 
extracts from the epistle ascribed to Barnabas, and 
from the epistle of Ignatius to the Magnesians, are 
nothing to his purpose. (See, as to Barnabas, pp. 
217-236, and as to Ignatius, pp. 237-251.) 

Clement, bishop of Rome, is, indeed, an im- 
portant witness for Mr. Holden, if he rightly inter- 
prets Clement's epistle to the Corinthians, for that 
father lived in the time of the Apostles. Mr. 
Holden's statement of his testimony is as follows : — 
" Clement Romanus, whom St. Paul calls his fellow- 
laboinrer, whose name is in the book of life, says, that 
*we are to do all things in order whatsoever our 
Lord has commanded us to do. We are to perform 
our offerings and services at the stated times ; for he 
hath ordered them to be done, not rashly or dis- 
orderly, but at certain determinate times and hours :' 
but what stated and determinate times (Mr. Holden 
adds) can be so probably meant as the returns of the 
weekly festival ? Clement is clearly speaking of reli- 
gious services, for which, he says, there were, even at 
that early period,* appointed seasons; and it cannot 
rationally be doubted that the Lord's day was the 
principal." (P. 293.) 

If the reader will refer to pp. 284-289 of " The 
Sabbath" he will there find reasons which, as it seems 
to me, fully authorise the beUef that Clement is 



* ** Even at that early period.'' The reader will observe it is 
Mr. Holden, and not Clement, who says this. 
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Speaking only of the determinate timea " and hours " 
of sacrifice, — the stated festivals of the Mosaic law 
and the morning and evening hours of the daily sa- 
crifice enjoined by it, and that the just inference from 
tho whole of Clement's epistle is, that the observance 
of the Lord's day was a rite unknown in his time. 
Moreover, to the question, What can Clement so pro- 
bably mean as the Lord's day festival when speaking 
of religious services ? I answer, — If 1 prove, as I here 
shall, that Clement's successors, the fathers of the 
second and third centuries, did not attribute the 
origin of that rite to a command of Christ, it is im- 
possible they could believe that Clement intended to 
assign that origin to it. For, had they believed this, 
they unquestionably would have quoted, yet none of 
them have quoted, his epistle as proof, on the evi- 
dence of a witness who Bpoke fix>m his own know- 
ledge, that the Lord's day was observed in the 
Apostolic age, and that, in the opinion prevalent in 
that ^e, the rite owed its origin to a command of 
Christ. But since Clement's successors did not, be- 
cause they could not, put this interpretation on the 
epistle, what probahUiti/ can there be that we should 
be justified in so interpreting it P 

Having thus disposed of Mr. Holden's extracts 
from the writings of the Church fathers who preceded 
Justin, I have now to bring under consideration his 
extracts from the writings of that father and his 
contemporaries and successors in the second and third 
centimes. To notice all these extracts is unnecessary, 
because they for the most part do nothing more than 
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prove the undisputed fact that the Lord's day was 
observed in the time of each writer. What will be 
expected of me is, that I shall lay before the reader 
every passage in the extracts which is apparently op- 
posed to my two propositions, or to either of them ; 
and this I engage to do. 

With respect to the proposition under present 
consideration, that none of the fathers of the three 
first centuries attributed the origin of Sunday ob- 
servance to Christ or his Apostles, the reader will, I 
fear, be inclined to suspect me of not keeping good 
faith with him, when I assure him, that in all Mr. 
Holden's extracts from writings in and subsequent to 
the time of Justin I can discover but one passage 
which, even in appearance, militates against it. The 
single instance here referred to is from Tertullian.* 
Mr. Holden says, "he speaks in some passages of' 
' the Lord's day's solemnities,' " and that, " in ad- 
verting to the interruption of the sacred rites of the 
Christians by the miUtary, he thus reasons : — ' But 
you will say, how shall we assemble ? How shall we 
celebrate the Lord's day's solemnities? Just as the 
Apostles did, who were safe by faith, not by bribery. 
If faith can remove mountains, it may with much 
greater ease the soldiery.' " (P. 300.) 

Mr. Holden quotes this passage as alluding, in his 
opinion, to the observance of the Lord's day by the 
Apostles, but when the context of the words, " just 

* TertuUian wrote in the latter end of the second and in the 
beginning of the third century. (Lardner's ** Ored." ii. 254.) 




as the AiK)stle3 did," is duly considered, it becomes 
evident that Tertullian did not mean to speak of their 
obsenauce of it. It is in adverting to the inter- 
ruption of the sacred rites of the Christiana by the 
iniUtaiy that Tertullian puts the proposed questions, 
How shall we assemble ? How shall we celebrate the 
Lord's day's solemnities? And therefore, when he 
answers them by saying, " Just as the Apostles did," 
we ought to infer his nieauing to be, just as they did 
when they were interrupted by the military. Now it 
is certain that the only instances in which the Apostles 
are known or supposed to have assembled together, 
or to liave assembled individually with disciples or 
companions on the first day of the week, afterwards 
called the Lord's day, are the meeting on the day of 
Pentecost mentioned in the Acts (ch. ii.}, which, it is 
generally supposed, happened then to fall on the first 
day of the week, and the meeting of St. Paul and his 
companions with the disciples on the first day of the 
week at Troas, as also mentioned in the Acts, and on 
neither of these occasions was the meeting interrupted 
by the military. 

When we take into consideration also the im- 
portant fact, that nowhere in all his numerous^ 
writings does Tertullian ever directly assert that the 
Apostles practised the observance of the Lord's day, 
the supposition that in the passage here quoted he 
meant to say that such was their practice, becomes 
wholly untenable. 

Tertullian, therefore, forms no exception to the 
proposition, that not any ecclesiastical writer of the 
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first three centuries attributed the origin of Sunday 
observance either to Christ or to his Apostles. 

Far, indeed, are the writers of that period from 
attributing any such origin to the religious observance 
of the Sunday. It is, on the contrary, a most re- 
markable fact, a fact which, from the negative testi- 
mony borne to it by Mr. Holden's extracts, is indis- 
putable, and to which, therefore, I invite, though in- 
effectually I fear, the serious attention of our Sab- 
batarian writers, orators, and preachers, that none of 
the fathers belonging to the first three centuries 
appeal to the Christian Scriptures in proof of a 
Christian Sabbath. Not one of them asserts that 
Christ sanctioned its observance by his appearance to 
the disciples in the evening following the morning of 
his resurrection,* and again after eight days,t not 
one appeals to the meeting of the Apostles with one 
accord in one place on the day of Pentecost,} as 
proof of an intention on their part to observe a 
Christian festival ; not one appeals either to the text 
in the Acts, § relating to the meeting at Troas, || or to 
that in the Corinthians,^ relating to the collection for 
the saints, as a proof of St. Paul's sanction to the 
religious observance of the first day of the week ; nor 
does any one of them appeal to the text in the Re- 
velations,** " I was in the Spirit on the Lord's day." 

* This refers to the first of " the Six Texts commonly ad- 
duced from the New Testament in prp^r^.a Christian Sabbath." 
t Text, No. 2. t Text, No. 3. i' § Text, No. 4. 

II See Note (A) at the end of the Supplement. 
IT Text, No. 5. *♦ Text, No. 6. 



How happens it that none of these appeals are made 
by the Church fathers of the three first centuries? 
More especially, I ask, why is an appeal to the test iii 
the Revelations not to be found in any writing of the 
fethera of that period? The answer is so obvious 
as scarcely to need stating, — Either they did not con- 
sider the phrase of "the Lord's day" as meaiung 
t&ere the first day of the week, or the phrase itself 
was an interpolation made in some later century. 
From the horns of this dilemma, Sabbatarians, you 
have no escape. 

It cannot be requisite that I should extend the 
proposition under consideration to the fathers of the 
fourth century ; for if none of the fathers of the three 
I first centuries attributed the origin of Sunday ob- 
} servances to Christ or his Apostles, it is impossible to 
believe that the fathers of the succeeding century 
should be able to assign this origin to it on any trust- 
worthy authority. On the other hand, if it should 
appear that the fathers of the fourth century are 
silent upon the question of a Divine or Apostolical 
origin, this circumstance may justly be deemed a 
valuable, though not a requisite, confirmation of the 
proposition as it respects the fathers of the first three 
centuries. I shall, therefore, avail myself of Mr. 
Holden's extracts from the patristic writings of the 
fourth century, and shall prove from them that I 
might safely extend my proposition to the fathers of 
at least the first half of that century, if not also to 
those of the remuning half. 

I begin with the celebrated champion of that only 
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true faith, which, except a man do keep whole and 
undefiled, without doubt he shall perish everlastingly. 
Need I name — St. Athanasius? 

The usual Sabbatarian quotation from his writings 
is given by Mr. Holden, — " The Lord hath exchanged 
the Sabbath for the Lord's day." * Athanasius does 
not here assert that Christ ordained the observance of 
the Lord's day: and what he means to say is, that 
Christ, by his rising from the dead on the fiJst day of 
the week, gave occasion to the institution of the rite 
for observing it. That this is his meaning is made 
apparent by the following extracts from his writings: — 

" In his exposition of the Psalm cxvii. v. 24, 
' This is the day which the Lord hath made,' Atha- 
nasius (says Mr, Holden) remarks. What day can 
here be meant but the day of our Lord's resurrec- 
tion ? " But why did not Athanasius add, — " the 
day which our Lord commanded to be observed ? " 
Why, but because he knew of no such command? 
If he did, here was an occasion so opportune for 
noticing it, that he would not have failed to avail 
himself of it. 

Further, Mr. Holden states that "in another 
place Athanasius says, * The Sabbath was the end of 
the first creation, but the Lord's day the beginning 
of the second, when he renewed the old (creation). 
Therefore, as he formerly ordered the Sabbath day 

* The original is, I believe, generally so translated. Mr. 
Holden's translation is, " The Lord hath transferred the Sabbath 
day to the Lord's day." The quotation is from the treatise 
** De Semento. •* 
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to be observed in commemoration of the end of hia 
fizst works, so we venerate the Lord's day as a com- 
memoration of the beginning of his second."* Why 
'not — "so he now has ordered us to venerate the 
Lrad's day as a commemoration, &c.P" Instead of 
tbiB, Athanasius says, " So we venerate," which, in 
offect, is an admission that the observance of the 
Lord's day by the Christian Church was a self- _ 
•ppoiuted rite. 'e'VJ 

Another extract from Athanasius is : " So also iw''^ 
oekibrate the Lord's day on account of the resm-- 
rection."t Just bo ; on that account, and on no 
other. 

In none of the passages above quoted is allusion 
made to any precept of Christ, or to the practice of 
the Apostles, They, therefore, afford inferential evi- 
dence, which is irresistible, that the festival of the 
Lord's day was, in the opinion of the infaUible Atha- 
nasius, founded on no other authority than that of an 
ordinance of the Church.} 

EnsEBics, Mr. Holden observes, was bom, it is 
thought, about a.d. 270, but whatever may have been 
the year of his birth, he certainly must be classed 
among the writers of the fourth century, his writings . 

* De Sabbato, 

t De Semento. 

; In a note (p. 3 14), Mr. Holden says, there are donbts as to ' 
the genuin^Dess of the treatises De Sahbato and De Sementa. 
His extracts from these two treatises are, in my judgment, so 
very favourable to my argument, that I should be sony t« be 
convinced they are not genuine works of Athanasius. I -would 
renounce even his creed rather than his testimony. 
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all belonging to that period. Mr. Holden gives 
extracts from them to prove that the Lord's day was 
observed in the time of Eusebins, a fact which admits 
of no question. I shall, therefore, confine myself to 
noticing a remark which he makes upon one of them. 
" Eusebius," he says, " mentions the Lord's day as a 
festival dedicated to Christ, without the slightest hint 
of its being a recent institution." Very true; but 
neither does he give the sUghtest hint of its being as 
ancient as the time of the Apostles. He must have 
known that it had its origin as early as in the time of 
Justin ; he, therefore, would not have been expected 
to speak of it as a recent institution. In fact, the 
extracts which Mr. Holden has made from his works 
exhibit nothmg in the smallest degree adverse to the 
opinion that Eusebius, as weU as Athanasius, regarded 
the festival of the Lord's day as a religious rite, 
possessmg no higher claim to authority than that 
which the Church had conferred upon it. 

The next writer quoted by Mr. Holden is Epipha- 
NIT7S, who belongs to the latter half of the fourth 
century, the date assigned to him being a.d. 368. 
An extract is given (in p. 314 of Holden) from his 
treatise against heresies, which in the Latin version, 
as quoted by Mr. Holden, is as follows : " Sacri porro 
conventus et synaxes ab Apostolis instituti sunt bis 
potissimum diebus : quarta sextaque feria, et Domi- 
nica." (Moreover, holy meetings were appointed by 
the Apostles, to be held chiefly on these days; the 
fourth and sixth-day festival and the Lord's day.) 
Here, then, we have an instance of a father of the 
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fourth centiiry attributing the institution of the 
Lord's day to the Apostles. Epiphauius, however, 
stands alone among the fathers of that century in his 
assertion of its apostohc origin, unless Augustine (a.s. 
395) be excepted.* 

As to Augustiuc's assertion on this subject, it is 
thus stated by Mr. Holden (p. 331) : " The Apostles 
and apostolical men " (i. e. says Mr. Holden, men 
employed by Christ as apostles in preaching the 
gospel) "sanctioned the Lord's day by a religioiis 
solemnization, because on it our Redeemer rose from 
the dead." 

It appears, from Dr. Lardner's account of Augus- 
tine that, although not skilled in the Greek language, 
he was able to read it. "He often" (says Dr. 
Lardner) "speaks of Epiphanius. It is undoubted 
that he was well acquainted with his work against 
heresies ; that is, the synopsis or recapitulation of it." 
(^Cred. V. 82, 83.) Here, then, in the quotation 
&om Augustine, we, in all probabiUty, have the asser- 
tion of Epiphanius in his work against heresies 
repeated, though in a different form. But whether 
it be a repetition from Epiphanius, or an orig^al 
assertion by Augustine, neither the one nor the other 
has given any authority for the statement which he 
makes. It may indeed be said, both of Epiphanius 

* The uncertamt; whether Augustine is to be accounted an 
exception arises from the fact, that the quotation given as from 
his works ia from a honuly, of which Mr. Holden, with his usual 
candour, atates, that " some doubt whether it he the production 
of Augustine." 
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and Augustine, that they, perhaps, had seen docu- 
ments on the subject which are not now extant. Mr. 
Holden has remarked (p. 312), that "the fathers of 
the fourth and fifth centuries had access to numerous 
productions of a prior age, and to many records, which 
have unfortunately perished." This may be so ; but 
where, as in the case of Epiphanius and Augustine, 
they neither quote from nor refer to a lost document, 
it is too much to suppose that they have this authority 
for their assertions as to matters of fact occurring in 
a prior age. 

Moreover, it is scarcely credible that the fathers 
of the fourth and fifth centuries should have had 
access to documents of a prior age, which had not 
been seen by their predecessors of the three first 
centuries, or by some of them ; and if any such docu- 
ments asserted the apostolic origin of Sunday observ- 
ance, they would doubtless, on that account, have 
been quoted by the fathers who had seen them. Still 
less credible is it, that the celebrated ecclesiastical 
historian, Eusebius, who lived and wrote in the early 
part of the foiui;h century, and who has quoted, and 
thus has preserved, so many passages from valuable 
writings now lost, should not have seen every work 
worth reading, which was known to other fathers of 
that century. Yet that he never met with any which 
could authorise Epiphanius and Augustine to attribute 
to the Apostles the institution of assembUes for cele- 
brating the Lord's day, his total silence on the subject 
is unquestionable proof. 

But although it appears from Mr. Holdeu's ex- 
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tracts that Epiphanius and Augustine {if be be the 
writer of the houiOy) are the only fathers of the fourth 
century who assert that the Apostles instituted or prac- 
tised the observance of the Lord's day,* the reader 
may be disposed to inquire, — Do none of the fathers 
of tliat ecntury appear by those extracts to have attri- 
buted the origin of that observance to Christ himself? 
My answer is, — Not one of them. There is, indeed, 

* The fathers referred to bj Mr. Holdeii, who, in point of 
date, intervene betAveeu the time of Epiphanius and that of the 
death of Augustine, are, of the Greek fathers, Basil, a.d. 370, 
Ephrem, same date. Gregory of Njesa, a.d. 371, Gregory 
Nazianzen, same date, Chiysostom, a.,d. 393, and Theophilus. 
bishop of Alexandria, about tho eame period ; and of the Latiii 
fathers, besides Hilary (who was prior to Ejiiphaaius, a.d. 354), 
Ambrose, a.d. 374, and Jerome, about the end of the same 
century. None of them make any allusion to the Apostles as 
iiBTing institutijd or piactiiied the observance of the Xiord's day. 
There is, however, a very strange passage in Martianay's edition 
of the. works of Jerome, which Mr. Holden has quoted as evi- 
dence that Jerome testified to St. Panl's having observed the 
Lord's day ; and if Jerome really did writ« this passage, he must 
be accounted an exception to the above remark. The reader 
will find it stated, with some comments upon it, in a note (Note 
B) at the end of the Supplement. 

The mention made of Theophilus of Alexandria by Mr. 
Holden is adverse rather to him than to me, as it shows that the 
bishop and his synod were far from attributing the observance of 
the Lord's day to any other than a human origin. " About the 
same period," saye Mr. Holden, " lived Theophilus, bishop of 
Alexandria, who asserts (in a synodical epistle) that ' both custom 
and reason challenge &om us that we should honour the Lord's 
day, and keep it as a festival, since on that day our Lord Jesus 
Christ completed his resurrection from the dead,' " Evidently 
no authority for honouring the Lord's day was known to this 
bishop and his synod beyond tliat of cvttom and reaton. 
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one who, following the example of Athanasius, makes 
use of this 117th Fsahn to assert of the Lord's day, 
that "this is the day which the Lord hath made;" 
but, like Athanasius, he obviously intends by such 
vague reasoning to assert nothing more than that 
Christ, by rising from the dead on the first day of the 
week, gave occasion to the voluntary institution of the 
rite for the observance of that day in after times. I 
aflude to Ambrose, bishop of Milan (a.d. 374), who 
says, as quoted by Mr. Holden, " The prophet teaches 
us to exult on the Lord's day, saying. This is the day 
which the Lord hath made; we will rejoice and be 
glad in it." — "Jesus, by his resurrection, sanctified 
the eighth day, the same that is the first day, which 
obtains prerogative from its numerical order, and its 
sanctity from the resurrection of our Lord." But 
instead of thus arguing the propriety of observing the 
Lord's day fix)m the sanctity which the first day of 
the week derived through Christ's resurrection upon 
it, and instead of encumbering the argument with the 
silly remark upon the prerogative of the day, as being 
the first in the numerical order of days, why did not 
Ambrose prefer simply asserting as the true reason 
for observing the day, that Christ had commanded it 
to be observed ? Most assuredly because even a tradi- 
tion of any such command was unknown in his time. 
Every passage in Mr. Holden's extracts that is 
even in appearance adverse to me, I have now tran- 
scribed. I have at the same time, as hath been seen, 
taken advantage of the opportunity which his ample 
extracts from the patristic writings have afibrded me. 
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of quoting many other passages fixim those writings ; 
and I trust that the reader, after giving an attentive 
conaideration to the whole of them, wiU come to the 
conclusion, which to me seems irresistible, that, fer 
from opposing, they, in their combined result, confirm 
my first proposition, that no ecclesiastical writer of 
the first three centuries has attributed the origin of 
Sunday observance either to an injanction, or the 
example of the Apostles, or to any precept &om Christ 
himself. 

The proposition still remaining for consideration 
(see ante, p. i.) is this : — That the Church fathers 
were at a loss to account for the origin of Sunday 
observance. 

When speaking of their observance of the Lord's 
day, the fathers usually remark, — We observe it for 
such or such a reason ; and as might be expected, 
since they could not appeal to any actual authority for 
their reasons, they differ with «ich other respecting 
them. They do, indeed, invariably assign as one that 
it commemorates the day of the resuneclioQ, but they 
also generally assign some other, as tiiough this alone 
were insufficient. That which seems to find most 
favour with them as their second reason, is the great 
honour in which the first day of the week had always 
been held. 

Thus Justin Martyr says, — "On the Sunday, we 
all commonly meet together, because it is the first day, 
in which, God turning the darkness (into light) and 
chaos (into form), made the world, and on the same 
day Jesus Christ our Saviour rose from the dead." 
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Augustine, in thg homily before mentioned, assigns 
amongst other reasons for " honouring and reverencing 
the Lord's day," that " its solemnity indeed is appa* 
rent in the Holy Scriptures, since it is the first day of 
jhe world ; in it the elements of the world were made ; 
in it the angels were created ; in it Christ rose from 
the dead ; in it the Holy Spirit descended from heaven 
upon the Apostles;^ in it manna was first rained 
down from heaven in the wilderness. By these cir- 
cmnstances the Lord's day is distinguished; and, 
therefore, the doctors of the Church" (observe, reader, 
not Christ nor his Apostles, but the doctors of the 
Church) " have decreed that the honour belonging to 
the Jewish Sabbath should be transferred to it (the 
Lord's day)/* (Holden's Christian Sabbath, p. 321.) 

Origen is so fanciful and so injudicious — not to 
say absurd — as to argue more strenuously than Au- 
gustine the superiority of the Lord's day over the 
Jewish Sabbath from the Scripture fact that manna 
began to fall on the first day of the week. Comment- 
ing upon the 16th chapter of Exodus, he says : — " I 
ask, on which day was manna first given from heaven ? 
and I desire to compare our Lord's day with the 
Jewish Sabbath. From the sacred Scriptures it 

* From this remark of Augustine, it may perhaps be argued 
that if none of the fathers of the third century appealed to the 
meeting of the Apostles on the day of Pentecost mentioned in 
the Acts, as proof of an intention on their part to observe a 
Christian festival, Augustine is an instance of a father of the 
fourth century who has thus appealed to it. That, however, this 
cannot justly be said of him, I shall show in a note (Note 0) at 
the end of the Supplement. 

c 
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of the Lord's day. " Asserting that the Jewish cir- 
omncision being on the eighth day contained a mysteiy 
Wfilled in Christ, he argues, ' Because the eighth day, 
duit is, the first after the Sabbath, was to be the day 
on wliicli oiir Lord should rise and quicken us, and 
give us the spiritual circumcisioD, this eighth day, that 
is, the first after the ■ S^batli, and &b Lord's day, 
preceded in the image, which image oeased when the 
truth supervened and the spiritual ciicamcasiou was 
given to us.' " (Holden, p. 304.) 

Mr. Holden says : " This testimony (in flavour of 
"a septenary Christian Festival'^ is of the greater 
value since it is not the testimony of one father alone, 
but of many ; for it is taken from a ^odical epistle 
of Cyprian and his colleagues, who were present at 
the third Carthaginian council uad^ the episcopate of 
Cyprian, a.d. 353." But surely the assent of " the 
learned men of whom this council consisted," serves 
only to render it still more manifest how much at a 
loss the fathers of the third century were to account 
for the origin of Sunday observance. We see, in this 



cc »' 



THE SABBATH. XIX 

instance, that a whqle synod of fathers could discover 
no better evidence of a divine authority for it than 
the alleged fulfilment of a mystery of their own in- 
vention. Had even a tradition existed in their time 
that the festival of the Lord's day had been instituted 
by Christ or his apostles, their common sense, had 
they chosen to make use of it (which, however, was 
not always a custom with the Church fathers), would 
certainly have led them to resort to the tradition, 
rather than to a mystical application of a Jewish rite 
to a festival of the Christian Church with which it had 
no obvious or probable connexion. 

Whence originated this manifest soUcitude on 
the part of the Church fathers to accumulate reasons 
for the observance of the Lord's day ? Whence, if not 
in their inabiUly to trace its origin to any divine or 
apostolical authority, and in their consciousness, more- 
over, that in observing the Lord's day and other stated 
festivals of the Church they were even acting in oppo- 
sition to apostolical authority — ^the teaching and ex- 
ample of St. Paul P It is not improbable that their 
enemies reproached them with their inconsistency in 
thus disregarding their own Scriptures ; for it would 
seem to be in consequence of some such reproach that 
Jerome has said : ^^ Fasts and assembUes on certain 
days were instituted by prudent men on account of 
those who are more devoted to the world than to 
God." 

Mr. Holden has had the candour to quote this 
very remarkable passage, although so adverse to the 
whole scope md purpose of his argument upon the 



3Bt ji-emsmMrfo 



"I 



i0itiiiioii^ of tiie Obmdk fttkan, md altiioilg^ m te 

iBilil be "ifd) aimiiBy ft ecNdd Bot ^ 

46 aU those of Int mdeiB, wlo liod &iii«med ihst 

Sunday obeefvaaee was axite of dhrme or i^posfaiiiGil 

orignu He» lioire?Qr, yel somevliat doiiiliftiii§^» sof- 

IpBSto, tlie possibility tiwi Jeio^ 

ihe allegation of an objector, not hki own opiniixu^ 

To enaUe dM nador to decade for himself on ^^ 
.question, I 'w9i heve transeiibe from Jeiome^a wotid 
the entire passage of wImIi 'tiie above qitotation fto^ 
.^thttoi fimiie a part ^^ * > 

''Dioat afiqok. Si disa oiMNVvaie non fioe^ et 
menses, et tempoia, el amias, ikxi qirnqoo «a^ 
^crimen inonnimna qoaitam SdUbatin obaetrvaintoBi et 

gesimas, et Fiiscfase fisstivitatem, et PeDteoostes Isetitiaiii, 
et pro varietate regionum diversa in honore Martyrum 
tempera coostituta. Ad quod qui simpliciter respon- 
debity dicet : Non eosdem Judaicae observationis dies 
esse quos nostros. Nos enim non azjrmorum Pascha 
celebramus, sed Resurrectionis et Crucis. Nee septem 
juxta morem Israel numeramus hebdomadas in Pente- 
<;oste sed Spiritus Sancti veneramur adventum. Et 
ne inordinata congregatio populi fidem minuerit in 
Christo propterea dies aliqui constituti sunt, ut in 
unum omnes pariter veniremus. Non quo celebrior 
sit dies ilia qua convenimus, sed quo quacunque die 
conveniendum sit, ex conspectu mutuo laetitia major 
oriatur. Qui vero oppositae quaestioni acutius re- 
spondere conatur, illud affirmat : omnes dies aequales 
esse, nee per Parasceven tantum Christum crucifigi, et 
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die Dominica resurgere ; sed semper danctum Resiu*- 
rectionis esse diem et semper cum carne ^vesci Domi- 
nica. Jejunia autem et congregationes inter dies 
propter eos a viris prudentibus constitutos, qui magis 
sseculo vacant quam Deo ; nee possunt, immo nolunt 
toto in Ecclesia vitae suae tempore congregari, et ante 
humanos actus Deo orationum suarum offerre sacrifi- 
cium." (Comment, in Galat* cap. 4.) 

(" Some one may say, If it is not lawful to observe 
days, and months, and seasons, and years, we also are 
guilty of a like sin in observing the fourth day of the 
week, and Good Friday, and the Lord's day, and the 
feast of Lent, and the festivity of Easter, and the joy- 
fulness of Pentecost, and the several seasons appointed 
for various places in honour of the martyrs. To which 
he who would answer with simplicity will say, that 
the days observed by the Jews are not the same as 
ours. For we do not (at Easter) celebrate the feast 
of unleavened bread, but that of the resurrection and 
of the cross. Nor do we, according to the custom of 
Israel, reckon seven weeks to Pentecost, but we cele- 
brate the descent of the Holy Ghost (on that day) ; 
and lest the unregulated assembling of the people 
should diminish their faith in Christ, certain days 
have for this reason been appointed that we should all 
with one accord assemble at the same time. Not that 
the day itself on which we meet is of greater celebrity, 
but that, on whatsoever day we are to meet, a greater 
delight may arise from seeing each other thus assem- 
bled. But he who endeavours to answer the objection 



wiih ttum aoiitettaHittfiaiB rtihat* idl cbfs cm i^^iai 
tfcat Caixiit was encifiad not mlfy^ on Ae B!idqr> ind 
mie agon not onijrim tte Lofdk4qr» ImI #iU emif 
dhgr is the hpfy Ay 'rf his j i «iui ii i M t| OP, and ikak MtJI^ 
tiaiflSiiheliQEd^s^bedjr.niagr^Mtm. /But AMrts and 
aaMosUioB on oeiiain dsjs wen.kistitolddlqr ipnidBnl 
nm on aoeonnt of these who an mote dmotol toAi 
world tiian to GiNl» «d who eanao^ nagr^, wfibisA 
not go to iimtAtvmqr^vi/lib^ 
Wf their fri|9«n to i8^..bsi^ ^ntni^ i^on: tibeft 
w)ori<% oecapfllioDs.^; ; '*.-.' • v •. rj 

, Ow:i^-be MMWOaMtyt dodbled tintm ttife ipapiagg 
nnderfdiamssien Jerok^ the aTtesalioi 

of an olqeoUnv hut js seehbig fajr.that yay dlggstirm 
to apolqgise Ibr Mi own inoonidateBqr in dieeffiag 

4< Mr. Holden*s extract from Jerome begins at tihis maik and 
ends at the mark f. His translation of that portion of the passage 
is as follows : — " Jerome/* he says, '* declares that ' all days are 
equal ; that Christ was not only crucified on the Friday and rose 
again only on the Lord*s day, but that every day is the holy day 
of his resurrection, and that at all times the Lord's body may be 
eaten (in the sacrament). But fasts and assemblies on certain 
days were constituted by men of prudence, on account of those 
who are more devoted to the world than to God, and who are 
neither able nor willing to assemble in the church continually.* '* 

Mr. Holden does not give the Latin. In a note to p. 293 
he states his reason for the course he has adopted of not citing 
the original texts of the extracts which he makes frt>m the 
writings of the Church fathers. A few exceptions are admitted 
on account of some peculiarity in the passage quoted ; as in p. 
303, where he gives the original text, assigning as his motive, 
that it is perplexed, if not corrupt. But, with these exceptions, 
his extracts consist of translations only. 
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days and times, when he could not deny that St. Paul 
neither taught nor practised any such observance ? 

But Jerome is not the only Church father who 
felt the pressure of the difficulty how to reconcile the 
observance of days and times with the teaching^ of the 
Apostle Paul. The renowned Origen had long before 
admitted the apparent inconsistency; and, what is 
very remarkable, he had stated the charge supposed to 
be made by an objector in language so nearly re- 
sembling the phraseolc^ afterwards used by Jerome, 
that scarcely a doubt can be entertained of the latter 
having in that respect made Origen his model. But 
he copied no further. He could not but feel that 
Origen by his reply had not overcome the difficulty, 
but evaded it, and that some answer more specific 
must be given, if it were hoped to satisfy any intelli- 
gent objector. I shall now quote the passage alluded 
to fix>m the Latin version of Delarue's edition of On- 
gen's works ; and I think the reader will, as probably 
Jerome did, look upon it as a mere flourish of theo- 
logical rhetoric, in which the subject is intentionally 
mystified. Nevertheless, what Origen has said, by its 
ending in signifying nothmg, or nothing to the pur- 
pose, is, in effect, an ample admission by him that 
the custom of observing the Lord's day had no found- 
ation in any precept of Christ, nor any sanction from 
the teaching or example of the Apostles.* 

* It is here worthy of remark that Origen and Jeromei were 
amongst those who received the hook of Revelation as having 
been written by the Apostle John (Lardner, ii. 466, and v. S3) ; 
but neither of them has appealed to the text, " I was in the spirit 
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The piiiiga is as fbllowB:--*^ QuiOBobieiii inqM 
iridetor ii Fralo magnifioe&tissime ^Hetotn esse, 'IMes 
obsenratis, et mmses, et tetnporo^ et annos, tuMo vos 
ne finrte sine cadift hbcnrayerini in vobis/ B&^ d 
^pds objioiet ea qosB Bominkk, Paraiceves, Fasdiatk; 
Fsnteoostes dfebas afrad nos fieri sdent, respondrnttdum 
est peffeetmn Ckristianmn qm vet4^ ^peribns, et 
oogitatkmibiis com Verbo Din suo aatoift BdisM 
iranatar aempsr esse in cgtis dkbu^ semper a{^ 
dies Dominioas/'^ 

C^Wbeiefore it iq^pears to me to hw^ bem a;i^^ 
&A BBSjiag ci the Aposfle Panl» ^Te obseire dbysand 
montbi, and times, and years ; I am afraid of yim lest 
I haTe bestowed opon yon lalboor in Yaln/ Heie, if 
any one M& object to those things^ whkdi we aie 
aoensfamied to do on the Lord's day, on Good Pndaj;' 
at Easter, and at Pditeoost, the answer to be givai 
is, that the perfect GhriBtian who, in his words, his 
actions, and his thoughts, communes with the Word 
of (jod, by nature his Lord, lives all his life in the 
days of the Lord, and is every day celebrating the 
Lord's day/') 

Mr. Holden has given in an English translation 

on the Lord^s day." Yet had they believed that the Apostle by 
the phrase of "the Lords day" intended the first day of the 
week, how easy and natural would it have been for them to quote 
this text as apostolical authority for the observance of that day, 
instead of inventing the laboured apologies for their anti-apo- 
stolical observance of it, which are to be found in their writings, 
and are here presented to the reader. 

* Origenis Opera. Delarue, Paris, 1733. Vol. i. p. 768. 
Contra Celsum. 
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the latter part of the above passage ; and, as it seema 
to me there is some difficulty in rendering that por- 
tion of it satisfactorily, I shall give the reader Mr. 
Holden's translation, and subjoin* to it the Greek 
original of the entire passage. 

"K any one object to our observances of the 
Lord's day, (Good) Friday, Easter, and Pentecost, 
it is answered that a perfect (Christian) who, in word, 
deed, and thought, is ever with his natural Lord, the 
Word of God, always observes the days sacred to him 
and keeps the Lord's days." — {I%e Christian Sabbath^ 
p. 301.) 

A/a rouTOV fju&yukopviffrurci [Mt iozu xaga ra 
Tiavku upioOuif 'Hfisgag Tagarfigu&^B, zcu fMJvag^ xa$ 
xui^vg, xoi mttuTov^ (po^v[Jitttt vfiag, fb^ xatg uzij x^ 
xoTiocxu ug ifiMg. '£ay ^ r^g Tgpg ravTU avdv^of^ 
ra TS^i tSv Tuga ^fiSif zvgiuxSp ^ Tagcc(rx$vS¥ ij rou 
xaaxfl^ S 797^ Tevrsxoffrng V ^lisgaip ytvofiepar Xbktsop zou 
Tgog rouT\ Sri 6 f/Av rekuog au h rolg Tjiyotg ip xai rdig 
igyotg zai roig havofifiafft rov rtj (pvtfu Kvgtov Xoyov 
060V ins &m¥ avTOv h roug ^[itigcug xou au Ayu zvgiuzag 
^fjuigag. 

Thus have I been enabled by the aid, which I 
gratefully acknowledge, of Mr. Holden's laborious 
investigation of the patristic writings, to corroborate 
by additional unexceptionable evidence my previous 
proof that the Church fathers of the three first cen- 
turies never ascribed the institution of the Lord's 
day observance to Christ or his Apostles, and were, 
moreover, at a loss to account for its origin. But I 
have this further obligation to Mr. Holden's extracts : 




e {mAe mder hMsen m ya^ -m), tbe stoking 
1^ Bot oae of tke faAm of the three fint 
Biea hM i |»p M l c d to llMChnstian ScnpCureain 
r of ■ ChntiB asblMtk. I a^ then. Is it not 
, if BOt afanlnteiv incredible, that all the 
t of tk^ penod, and I may safely add 
hare orerk»ked the 
Sui|i(aie pnw( if tkoe was any, and that it should 
be reaored far the ingeouitT of the Puritans in the 
BCTcnteentb oeDturr to find it in the Six Texts to 
which Sabbatarians now aBmnonly appeal? The 
fitfhecs were, indeed, some of them, marvellously ere- 
tfadoos ; some, also, were not OYer-scnipDlous in tfadr 
l^ard for \f rarity (qualities by the way which would 
Wve d i qwied them to adopt and ^le cufrency to 
any ttaditiim, howerer idle, aa to a divine or ^oato- 
lical wigiD iA Sundaj obsemaoe). Stfll there were 
many among the &th«9 who were remarkable 
fat great inteUectoal abilities. Thisj were, in 
general, not wanting in talent, nor deficient in 
knowledge ol the Scriptures, and not a few wrote 
huge volumes of commoitaries and homilies to 

* It may fiuriy be SBBDmed as sn admitted &ct, that none 
of the laibeiB yiba wrote, or of the synods and coancils &at 
were held after the Arts firU emtvriM, have ^pealed to the 
Christian Scriptures to prove Hie divine or apostolical origin of 
the Lord's day observance, since if any such appeal has been 
made, the advocates of that tenet would not have failed to dis- 
cover it and to make their discover^ known. 
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interpret and recommend them. All had before 
their eyes the very same Christian Scriptures which 
^e now possess, and yet not one of them discovered 
evidence in favour of a Christian Sabbath in the Six 
Texts, which have since been picked out of those 
Scriptures, and are in our days paraded before the 
unreflecting readers of Sabbatarian treatises as con- 
taining indubitable proof of it. It is, I grant, within 
possibility, that the sagacity of modern theologians 
may have found evidence where the Church fathers 
were so stupid as to find none. But is this the fact ? 
Have the modems found actual proof in the Christian 
Scriptures? Most assuredly they have not: for in 
The Sabbath" I have, by a close and fairly-conducted 
Examination of the Six Texts conunonly adduced from 
the New Testament, in proof of a Christian Sabbath," 
clearly shown that the first five of those texts contain 
no proof of it whatever, and that the ^isoth affords 
none but what is founded on conjecture; and now 
the conjectural proof from the sixth text has been 
wholly deprived of the little, if any, value it had, by 
the further remarks upon that text in the present 
Supplement, 
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iS:4N6>]MirtiomteiMMtiiigall^^ ibmtm^i^^ 
iiilE,kiiil1iaqMb«r*M« mm^ mat ^ iSkm dte^^M 

ig^^vm chttVctaTt 1m 

iitetfnc ID pttlak^ of an mOSauf ibm^ vAmpgeaoBi mmu^nX 
Ihe aflranoMe <)f die dia^QB at Tioas in obtrading themselves 
upon St. Paul at bis meal-time. His words, as translated by 
Heylyn, I have stated in p. 99 of «' The Sabbath.'* 

I haye^ since publishing that work, ascertained that the pass- 
age in question occurs in Chrysostom's forty-third homily, which 
is in the ninth volume of the folio edition of Montfaucon. 
(Paris, 1721.) 

I have since also seen a critical edition of the Greek Testa^ 
ment by Scholz, who, I find, follows Griesbach in his emendation 
of the text relating to the meeting at Troas.* He gives nume- 
rous authorities for it, and refers to Chrysostom as one of them. 

Note (B). Page xiv. 

The passage extracted by Mr. Holden from Martianay's edi- 
tion of Jerome's works, is (in his English version), " I wish we 
c^uld always fast, as we read in the Acts that St. Paul and his 
fellow-believers did, on the Pentecost and the Lord's day." In 

* The emendation is stated in p. 04 of ** The Sabbath." 
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the original it is as follows: — "Atque utinam omni tempore 
jejunare possimus quod in Actibus Apostolorum * diebus Pente- 
costes et die Dominico Apostolum Paulum et cum eo credentes 
fecisse legimus." This occurs in an epistle to Lucinius Boeti- 
cus, and might well warrant a suspicion that the epistle itself 
was not genuine ; but Erasmus in his edition places it among 
Jeromes genuine works, — " eorum qu© vere sunt Hieronymi." 
Still this particular passage in it may have been interpolated ; 
for it is certain his genuine works have been tampered with. 
This is admitted by Martianay; see p. 320 of Mr. Holden*s 
treatise. However this may be, it fortunately happens that the 
passage in question, by referring to the Acts of the Apostles, 
gives the authority upon which the assertion in it is founded, 
and thereby refutes itself. For where do we read in the Acts 
that Paul fasted on the first day of the week (the Lord's day), or 
on the day of Pentecost ? The only instances there related of 
Paul's fasting are in chapters xiii. 2, 3, and xiv. 23, but nothing 
is there said of the day of the week on which he fiiated. The 
only instance of mention being made in the Acts of what Paul 
did on the first day of the week is, that which is to be found in 
cjiap. XX. 7, where the narrative, instead of saying that Paul 
fasted on that day, expressly informs us that the purpose of Paul 
and his companions on their coming together was — to eat. 
Mention is made in the Acts (xxvii. 0) of St. Paul, and of a fast, 
but it is not said that he observed it. Besides, it is to be noted 
that the fast there spoken of, being the great Jewish fast of ex- 
piation (Levit. xvi.), was always held on a stated day, not of the 
week, but of the month (the month Tbri).+ 

The only instance in which Pentecost is mentioned in the 
Acts, in connexion with St. Paul, is that which occurs in chap. 
XX. 16, and there all that is said of him is, '* He hasted, if it 
were possible for him, to be at Jerusalem the day of Pente- 
cost." 

* In the edition of Jerome's works by Valarsios {Venice, 1766), refer- 
ence is here made to Acts xiii. 20, 21, a reference as unaccountably strange 
as the passage itself. 

f Jennings' " Jewish Antiquities," vol. ii. p. 256. 
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day of Pentecost, because, being the first day of the week, it was 
their design to celebrate the Christian festival, afterwards called 
the Lord's Day ? That this could not be the purpose is mani- 
fest, since Augustine unquestionably notices the fiEict of its being 
the first day of the week, merely as one of the many instances in 
which great events recorded in Scripture history mark with ho- 
nourable distinction that day of the week. 

I have an argument in '*The Sabbath," on the text in 
Acts ii. (see " The Sabbath," Text No. 8), to prove that the 
Apostles did not then meet to celebrate the Lord's day. That 
argument, fiar from being prejudicially affected by Augustine's 
remark, derives additional strength from it. For if he had 
believed that the Apostles met on the day of Pentecost, because 
it was the day of the Christian festival, afterwards called the 
Lord's day, he most assuredly would have said so, were it only 
to offer something like proof of his otherwise entirely unsup- 
ported assertion (see ante, p. xii), that the Apostles and aposto- 
lical men sanctioned the Lord's day by a religious solemnization. 
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INDEX TO NAMES IN THE SUPPLEMENT. 



Ambrose, 14, 15 
Athanasius, 9, 10, 15 
Augustine, 2, 12, 13, 14, 17, 20, 31 

Barnabas, 2, 3 
Basil, 14 

Chrysostom, 14, 2^ 



Clemens Bomanus, 2, 3, 4 
Cyprian, 18 

Delarue, 23, 24 

Ephrem, 14 

Epiphanius, 11, 12, 13, 14 

Erasmus, 29 



ERRATA. 



P. 9, line 18, /or nearly eight, read more than five. 
22^ in note, ybr usually, read more usually. 
43, in note, ybr p. 39, read p. 41. 
64, line 9^ for p. 23, read p. 18. 
79, line 25, the passage is in St. Chrysostom's 43d Homily, 

Tol. 9 of Montfaucon's folio edition of his works. 
164, line 5, read St. John was in the Spirit on the Lord's 

Day. 
169, line 29, for plan, read plea. 
198, line 20, for inopportunse, read importunse. 
239, line 8,ybr Christophorae, read ChristifersB. 
253, line 8, after into and before decades, insert three parts ; 
those of the Greeks being of ten days each were called. 
269, line 11, /br ad, read apud. 
„ line \2yfor apud, read ad. 
298, line 9, /or demonstratur, read demonstretur. 

„ line \4iyfor is, read may be. 
316, in first note, line 2yfor p. 238, read p. 192. 
338, the reference in line 14 is to p. 121. 



259, note. Thraske was never molested. See Fuller's 
" Church History," book x., p. 76. 



"THE SABBATH 
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Is now published, with the addition of a Supplement and 
Index, 8vo., in cloth binding, price 9*. 



"The Sabbath" is "a very elaborate, controversial, critical, 
and minute examination of the Six Texts which are supposed 
to justify Sunday observance." — Hie Economist of June 29, 
1850. 

"A very able disquisition on this subject." — Westminster 
Review for October 1850. 



By the same Author ^ 
8vo. price Is. 

THE MOSAIC SABBATH; 

OR, 

AN INQUIRY INTO THE SUPPOSED PRESENT 

OBLIGATION OF THE SABBATH OF THE 

FOURTH COMMANDMENT. 



Extract Jrom a review qf this work by the *^ Leader** qf Sept. 14, 1850. 

" The question then arises. Is the Decalogue rendered 
obligatory upon other nations (than the Jews) by any pas- 
sages of the New l^stament ? The answer is a conclusive 
negative.'* — " The way in which this argument is pursued by 
the author is a fine example of masterly deduction, and the 
success is triumphant." 
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